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Of  TRB 


COURT  OF  ERROR  AND  APPEAL 

IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

\Befcfrt  the  Hon.  the  Ohi^  Justice  ;  the  Hon.  J.  B. 
Maeaulajfy  Ex.  0.;  the  Hon.  Attorney-General  Smith, 
Ex.  C;  and  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  McLean.'] 

Ov  AX  ApnAL  VBox  A.  Dbokh  ov  His  Honoub  tei  Viob-Ceaxobllob 
or  Upras  Gaxasa. 


Between  Willuu  Simpson,  Abbl  B.  Warp,  Elijah   1846. 
W.  BoYOB,  Hbkbt  Lakb,  Rufus'  S.  Collins,  ^^~>J^ 
arui  Hbnbt  Glass,  Appettante,  and  Tbrbnob^1^^»» 
SuTTH  and  Hbnbt  Gbobgb  Smyth, -B^apon- »•»*«*««■ 
dents. 

for  wtmi  of porlm^Ptti/Blio^-^Powkr  ofwurt  to  rrfui$  r9dmpUon  under 
cfrtofli  dretMwtafMM,  ypon  the  eonstnteUon  of  th*  llih  eUtuw  ofthi 
Cktmeery  AO,  7  TFtU.  IV.,  eh.  2.^Evidenee. 

Sold,  Inr  bU  the  oourt,  thBt  bd  equity  of  redomptioii  of  bd  tstBte  of 
inhontBooe  etmnot  be  sold  by  the  BheriiF  under  b  common  Ibw 
prooess. 

The  plBintiff  in  the  oonrt  below  hBving  filled  their  bUl  to  redeem,  set* 
tii^^  forth  in  b  Bchednle  the  names  of  oertein  psTtles  who  hed  pur- 
chased portions  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  charging  ihtm  wUh 
notice  of  the  defect  in  t^e  title,  but  none  of  whom  were  made  parties, 
nor  was  any  reason  assigned  for  not  indnding  them  as  parties  to 
the  suit ;  one  of  the  defendants  pnt  in  a  general  demnrrer  for  want 
of  parties,  which  npon  argoment  before  the  Tioe-Chanoellor  was 
OTOToled,  on  the  ground  that  the  prayer  of  the  bill  was  in  the  alter- 
natiTO,  and  to  the  relief  prayed  by  one  of  those  altematiTOs  the 
plalnCiirs  were  entitled  without  those  parties  being  present  Held, 
on  appeal,  that  if  for  any  part  of  the  relief  prayed  other  parties  axe 
necessary  to  be  brought  before  the  court,  a  demurrer  to  the  whole 

2  veil.  I. 
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1846.  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  *  ^^  ^  ^®  defendant  hid  sabsequently  to  the  order 
OTermling  the  demurrer  put  in  his  answer,  hid,  that  he  was  too 
late  in  making  an  appeal  from  that  order,  and  the  appeal  from  the 
order  oTermlins  the  demamr  was  dismissed  t^Uhout  eotu. 

Per  Bobinaon,  G.  J.,  and  McLean,  J. — The  Conrt  of  Chancery,  under 
the  11th  section  of  the  Chancery  Act  may,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, refuse  redemption,  notwithstanding  twenty  years  have  not 
elapsed  since  the  mortgagor  went  out  of  possession. 

Per  Macaulay  and  Smith,  Ex  (7.— That'  the  court  has  not,  under  this 
se^ti^St  fower  to  refuse  redemption,  vheie  Yxj  the  lajr  of  ^gland 
the  party  woi^  be  entitled  to  redeem,  bul  has  only  a  dMcrettoa  of 
impo^g  terms  different  from  those  that  would  be  imposed  accord- 
ing to  the  strict  rules  in  England. 

One  of  the  sereral  defendants  haying  deposed  to  a  fact,  which,  if  proTod 
by  proper  testimony,  would  have  tended  to  defeat  the  suit  as  against 
him  as  well  as  against  his  co-defendants,  quaere^  whether  his  en- 
denoe  is  adausohlf  on  behalf  d  h]»o»4efe»da»tftT  (a) 

By  the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  it  appeared  that  in 
November,  1840,  the  respondents  filed  their  original 
bill  against  WiUiam  Simp9ony  stating  to  the  effect,  that 
their  father,  Thoma%  Smythj  deceased,  was  seised  in  fee 
of  lots  No8.  1  &  2  in  the  fourth  ooQoesuoa  of  Shnfllej^ 
and  that  in  December,  1810,  he  had  mortgaged  the 
premises  to  one  Joseph  Sewall  for  JS233  lis.  8d.,  pay- 
able Srd  of  August,  1811,  which  was  not  paid  at  the  time 
liQiited ;  that  ThamoB  Smythy  in  December,  1839,  duly 
made  his  will,  and  devisedt  the  premises  to  the  respon- 
dents! subject  to  a  life  interest  of  his  widow,  which  had 
siAce  dotermiued,  and  th3>t  Thomas  Smyth  died  without 
revoking  said  will ;  the  bill  further  stated  that  the  inter- 
est of  SewaU  had  become  vested  in  William  Simpson^ 
to  whom  appKcatioBS  had  boon  nado  to  redoom,  and 
ptayod  aa  acooosLt,  &o. 

To  tlus  bill  Stmpean  filed  a  plea  setting  forth  that 

(«)  Abel  K  ^ted  had  heen  examined  as  a  witness  for  thedefendants 
ia  the  eonri  belaid.  ^^  stated  that  preiioos  to  the  transfer  from  Chas. 
Jmm«  t».  hims«l^  Hioock  had  asked  Terence  Smjth  in  presence  of 
W«kI*  ''if  hia father  hodcany  intention  to  pnrohaae,  and  Terence  Smyth 
aiid  hia  UXkne  had  no  s«oh  intention;  that  %e  had  remored  the  irons 
horn  the  M  sav-miU»  aod  had  abandoned  the  place ;  and  that  he 
(TereoM  SajFth)  was  Yory  glad  it  was  going  to  fall  into  my  hands." 

IMs  effidenoa  W  bean  olgected  to  in  the  court  below,  and  was  r^ad 
d^be$i$  etHp 

Tlie  oljeotioii,  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  was  again  made  on 
tba  aiMPeal^  Xhe  oo«rt  appealed,  to  sustain  the  objection,  and  directed 
i*  to  ba  read  <h  bmts.  eue^  but  no  notice  I4  taken  of  it  in  tiie  judg- 
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SiwoH  by  a  deed  poll  aesigned  the  premiees  to  ChmhB  1M6. 
Janet,  in  1825 ;  that  SemM  in  Trinity  Tern,  69  Cteo.  "^^ 
m.,  re^orered  judgment  againet  Tk^uu  Smyth  for 
Mffl  2s.  6d.  debt,  and  ^13  18fl.  coete^  and  awed  Mt  a 
writ  against  goods,  which  was  retomed  M«7&k  fona,  and 
8abfte()nenlly  sued  oat  jll./a»  against  lands  directed  to  Ike 
sheriff  of  the  Johnston  District,  under  which  the  sheriff 
in  1825  exposed  the  interest  of  Thtynuu  Smyth  in  the 
prettlses  ibr  sale,  and  that  the  said  J&ne%  then  b^ht 
the  same  for  iei05,  and  by  deed-poll  dat^d  the  2tth  of 
August,  1825,  tiie  sheriff  conveyed  to  Jones  all  Thm/$t$ 
Smith' 9  interest ;  that  Jenes  by  deed-poll  of  SOth  JWy, 
1827,  for  £600  conveyed  to  TnmMn  Eieoek  Md 
Jdfne»  Simpson  as  tenants  vk  commoia,  the  former  two* 
thirds,  rtie  latter  one-third ;  that  Sieo€k  conveyed  to 
James  Simpson  two  undivided  sixths  of  the  premises  by 
two  several  conveyances  of  the  Slst  of  January,  and  the 
11th  of  April,  18S1 :  that  Sieoek  on  the  2nd  of  May, 
1881,  conveyed  to  Abel  M.  Ward  his  remaining  6ne-  ( 
third  part  of  the  premises ;  (a)  that  James  Simpson  end 
Wordy  on  the  21et  of  February,  188S^,  conveyed  the' 
premises  in  question  to  W^iam  Simpson  for  £6000,  and 
submitted  that  the  respondents  had  not  any  title  td  the 
premisee  or  right  to  redeem. 

On  the  SOth  of  July,  1841,  this  plea  was  argued  befoire 
the  Yice-Ohancellor,  and  overruled  with  costs.  Subse- 
quently, and  in  the  month  of  April,  1842,  Wiltiam 
Simpson  put  in  his  answer,  and  thereby,  after  admitting 
the  seisen  in  fee  of  Thomas  Smyth,  the  mortgage  to 
Seteattj  and  the  death  and  ^11  of  Thomas  Smyth  as 
in  the  bill;  the  answer  set  forth  the  judgment  obtained 
by  Sewatt  against  Smith,  the  writ  of  fi.fa.  against  lands, 
and  the  sale  thereunder  of  the  premises  in  question  to 
Jonesj  as  in  the  plea  mentioned ;  and  relied  upon  flie 
sheriff's  deed  as  a  good  conveyance  of  the  mortgagor's 
equity  of  redemption ;  also,  that  Thomas  Smyth  had 

(^  ^  WAM'stnswer  it  aprt«r«e  thsl  moook  oaly  hM  as  Mtlse 

forward. 
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1846.  relinquished  the  possession  of  the  premises  in  question, 
at  the  time  of  such  sale,  irithont  any  steps  haying  been 
taken  to  eject  him  therefrom,  and  having  also  withdrawn, 
not  only  his  personal  property,  but  also  the  fixtures  of 
the  saw  mill  then  erected  thereon ;  and  that  the  prioe 
paid  upon  that  sale  was  then  tiie  full  value  of  the 
property. 

The  answer  next  deduced  the  title  from  Charle$  J09U9 
to  WiBiam  Simpion^  exactly  as  in  the  plea,  and  stated 
besides,  an  indenture  of  the  5th  day  of  June,  1884, 
between  WiUiam  Simpson  and  Abel  R.  Wordy  by  which 
a  partition  was  made  of  the  property  in  question,  and 
the  two-thirds  of  Simpson  as  well  as  the  one-third  of 
Wardf  were  described  by  metes  and  bounds.  Simpson 
having  stated  in  his  answer  the  various  conveyances  set 
forth  in  the  plea,  relied  not  only  upon  the  legal  efieot  of 
those  deeds,  but  also  upon  the  constructive  assent  of 
Thomas  Smythy  as  well  as  of  the  respondents,  to  such 
sales.  The  answer  stated,  that  subsequently  to  the 
sheriff's  sale,  Charles  Jones  was  willing  that  Thomas 
Smyth  should  redeem  the  property,  which  was  commu- 
nicated to  Thomas  Smyth  and  the  respondents,  who  for 
a  considerable  period  endeavoured  to  raise  the  funds 
necessary  to  redeem,  and  had  also  offered  the  property 
for  sale  to  various  persons,  and  that  Jones  had  refused 
to  sell  to  any  person  else,  until  an  offer  had  been  made 
to  Smyth  to  redeem,  (a)  That  after  the  terms  of  the 
sale  to  Alel  R.  Ward  had  been  settled,  Trueman  Hieoek, 
whom  he  had  requested  to  become  his  security  for  the 
purchase  money,  declined  {Simpson  had  been  informed) 
to  do  so,  unless  assured  that  Thomas  Smyth  had  relin- 
quished all  hope  of  purchasing,  and  only  assented  upon 
the  assurance  of  Terenee  Smythy  one  of  the  respondents, 
that  his  father,  the  said  Thomas  Smythy  was  unable  to 
redeem  or  sell,  and  assented  to  the  sale  to  Ward.    The 

(a)  By  the  evideDoe  it  was  shown  that  Jones  had  giTen  Thomas 
Smyth  one  month  to  pay  the  amount,  and  that  at  or  soon  after  the  expi- 
ration thereof,  the  sale  to  Ward  was  completed. 
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answer  iiirther  stated,  that  Ward  had  taken  possession  1846. 
of  the  property  in  question  upon  his  purchase  from 
J<me9j  and  that  it  had  continued  in  his  possession,  or 
that  of  his  assigns,  up  to  the  time  of  filing  the  bill.  That 
during  all  this  'period,  the  respondents  had  resided  in 
the  yidni^  of  the  property  in  question,  as  had  Thoma» 
Smjfth  until  his  death;  and  that  they  had  seen  the 
extensive  and  costly  improvements  made  by  Simpionj 
without  remonstrance.  That  Terence  Smyth^  in  1882, 
wrote  to  one  Shawy  then  about  to  purchase  a  portion  of 
the  property,  that  in  his,  Terence  SmytKe  opinion,  Shaw 
or  any  person  else  might  purchase  without  fear  of  being 
disturbed  by  his  father,  (a)  Under  the  circumstances 
Simpeon  relied  on  the  11th  clause  of  the  7th  Wm.  IV., 
ch.  2.  The  answer  disclosed  that  a  considerable  portion 
of  the  property  in  question  had  been  set  apart  by  the 
proper  authority  for  the  use  of  the  Rideau  Canal ;  and 
a  schedule  annexed  contained  the  names  of  all  the 
persons  to  whom  WiUiam  Simpson  had  sold  any  portions 
of  the  premises  as  village  lots,  and  the  answer  submitted 
that  her  Majesty's  Attorney-General,  and  the  various  sub- 
purdiasers,  ought  to  have  been  parties ;  thereupon  the 
respondents,  in  the  month  of  December,  1842,  amended 
their  bill  by  (amongst  other  things)  making  the  appellants 
Wardj  Boyccy  Lake,  CoUvMy  and  GHasBj  parties  defen- 
dants thereto.  And  in  such  amended  bill,  after  stating 
the  various  conveyances  set  forth  in  the  answer  to  the 
original  bill,  and  the  deed  of  partition,  they  stated  that 
subsequently  to  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  partition, 
the  appellant  Simpson  had  conveyed  various  portions 
of  the  property  sought  to  be  redeemed,  to  certain 
persons  whose  names  were  set  out  in  a  schedule  thereto 

(a)  The  letter  here  referred  to  was  in  the  foUowiog  words : 

<*Me&bicktille,  IQlh  May,  1882. 
"  Dbab  8ie, — Yours  of  the  8th  instant  is  duly  receired,  and  in 
reply,  beg  to  obeerre  that  Simpson's  title  to  Smyth's  Falls,  depends 
npon  the  legality  ot  the  sheriff's  deed,  together  with  my  father's  right 
of  redemption,  agreeable  to  the  laws  of  England  with  regard  to  mort- 
gages ;  but  my  opinion  is,  that  yon  or  any  other  person  may  porohase 
withont  any  fear  of  being  disturbed  by  my  father. -^I  remain,  &o." 

"T.  Smith." 
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1848»  annezecL  And  diat  Abel  B.  Ward  had  also  andt 
yarions  salesi  but  that  they  were  unable  to  ditoover  the 
names  of  sach  purchaaera ;  and  the  bill  also  charged 
notice  to  each  of  the  sab-pnrohasers  of  the  olaimB  set  up 
by  the  respondents^  and  prayed  ^^  that  defendants  might 
answer^  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what 
remained  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the  said  mort- 
gage^ and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  mortgaged 
premises^  reoeired  by  defendants  and  others,  the  pur- 
diasers  of  any  of  the  said  Tillage  lots  so  oonyeyed  as 
aforesaid^  or  any  other  person  or  persons  by  their  order 
or  for  their  use,  or  which  without  their  wilful  defadi  or 
neglect  might  have  been  reoeired ;  and  that  upon  pay* 
ment  of  what,  (if  any  thing,)  should  appear  to  be  due  for 
principal  and  interest  on  the  said  mortgage,  after  deduct- 
ing the  said  rents  and  profits,  plaintiffs  might  be  admitted 
to  redeem  the  said  premises,  and  that  the  same  might  be 
re-conveyed  to  plaintiffs  and  their  heirs,  and  that  any  sur- 
,  plus  of  the  said  rents  and  profits  above  what  should 
appear  to  be  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the  said 
izK>rtgage,  might  be  re-paid  to  plsintifis;  or  that  an 
aocomtt  might  be  taken  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  said  mortgaged  premises  receiyed  by  defendants,  or 
any  other  persons  or  person,  by  their  order  or  for  their 
use,  or  which,  without  their  wilful  default,  might  have 
been  received ;  and  that  upon  payment  of  a  proportion- 
ate part  of  what  (if  any  thing)  should  appear  to  be  due 
for  principal  and  interest  on  the  said  mortgage,  after 
deducting  the  said  rents  and  profits,  plaintiffs  nught  be 
admitted  to  redeem  so  much  of  the  said  nu»igaged 
premises  as  defendants  are  interested  in,  and  that  the 
same  might  be  re»conveyed  to  the  plaintiffiEi,  and  that  any 
surplus  of  the  said  rents  and  profits  above  the  said  pro- 
portionate part,  might  be  re-paid  to  plaintiffs  without 
prejudice  to  their  proceeding  against  the  other  purchasers 
of  die  said  village  lots,  for  the  redemption  of  the  same ; 
or,  that  upon  payment  of  what  (if  any  thing)  should 
appear  to  be  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the  said 
mortgage,  after  deducting  the  said  last  mentioned  rents 
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and  proftte,  plai&lifii  be  admitted  to  redeem  thft  niA  ISM. 
psTte  of  the  Mid  mortgaged  premises  wherein  de£Biida&ti  ^;  v  -^ 
are  interested,  and  that  the  same  might  be  re^HmTeyed 
to  plaintifis ;  and  that  any  surplus  of  the  same  rents  and 
profits  aboTO  what  should  appear  to  be  due  for  prindpal 
and  interest  on  the  said  mortgage  might  be  re^paid  to 
plaintifb,  and  that  the  said  W.  Simpmm  and  A.  B*  W^rd 
m%ht  pay  the  pbintiib  the  value  of  the  residue  of  tiie 
said  mortgaged  premises^  and  a  compensation  for  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof,  not  accounted  for,  or  the  pur* 
chase  moneys  or  money  received  in  respect  thereof,  with 
interest  frcMn  the  times  or  time  of  receiving  the  same,  at 
the  option  of  plaintiffs ;  or,  that  iq>on  payment  to  the  said 
WiUiam  Simpson  and  A.  B.  Ward  of  what  (if  any  thing) 
should  appear  to  be  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the 
said  mortgage,  after  deducting  the  rents  and  profits  of 
1^  said  mortgaged  premises,  received  by  the  said 
William  Simpaan  and  AM  B.  Wardj  or  any  other  per- 
som  or  person,  by  their  order,  or  for  their  use,  or  whieh 
without  their  wilful  default  might  have  been  receiYed, 
plaintiffs  might  be  admitted  to  redeem  such  parts  of  the 
said  mortgaged  premises  as  the  said  WiUiam  Simpson 
and  Abel  B.  Ward  continue  interested  in,  aad  that  tke 
same  might  be  re-conveyed  to  plaintiffs,  aad  thai  any 
surplus  of  the  said  last  mentioned  rents  and  profits, 
above  what  should  appear  to  be  due  for  prineipal  and 
interest  on  the  said  mortgage,  might  be  re-paid  to  plain- 
tifi  by  the  said  Simpson  and  Abel  R.  Ward;  and  that 
the  sa^  WiUiam  Simpson  and  Abel  R.  Ward  tmght  pay 
to  tlw  plaintiffs  the  value  of  the  residue  of  the  said 
mortgaged  premises,  and  a  compensation  for  the  rent 
and  profits  thereof,  not  accounted  for,  or  the  purchase 
moneys  or  money  received  in  respect  thereof,  with 
interest  from  the  times  or  time  of  receiving  the  same,  at 
the  option  of  plaintiffs,  alnd  for  further  relief."  ^ 

To  the  bill  so  amended  the  appellant  WiUiam  Simpson^ 
in  die  month  of  March,  1843,  put  in  a  general  demnirer 
for  want  of  parties,  alleging  as  cause  of  demufrer  that 
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1846.  the  Boveral  Bub-parchasers  named  in  the  schedule  to  the 
amended  bill  were  necessary  parties ;  vhich  demurrer 
the  Vice-chancellor  on  the  11th  of  July,  1843,  overmled. 
After  the  demurrer  of  WiUiam  Simpson  had  been  over- 
ruled, the  appellants  Simpaony  Wardy  and  G-Uuiy  put  in 
their  several  answers,  and  Lakey  Boyee  and  CoIUm 
answered  jointly,  in  which  they  respectively  set  up  the 
defences  relied  upon  in  the  plea  and  dexwaiterofSimpumj 
as  also  the  equitable  grounds  relied  upon  in  Simpion*i 
answer  to  the  original  bill. 

Evidence  was  taken,  the  important  parts  of  which  are 
noticed  in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

[The  seisin  of  Thomas  Smythy  the  mortgage  to  SewaUy 
the  sheriff 's  sale  in  1825,  and  intermediate  conveyances, 
the  possession  of  Ward  and  those  claiming  under  him, 
from  the  sale  by  Jones  to  him  in  1826,  and  also  the 
stetenMBt.  extensive  improvements  made  upon  the  premises,  were 
either  admitted  or  clearly  proved.] 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  4th  of  June, 
1845,  when  his  Honour  the  Vice-chancellor  made  the 
following  decree : 

'^  His  Honour  doth  order  and  decree,  that  it  be  referred 
to  the  master  of  this  court  to  take  an  account  of  what  is 
due  to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  mortgage  security  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned,  and  to  compute  interest  thereupon ;  and 
it  is  further  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  the  master  to 
take  an  account  of  the  present  value  of  the  improvements 
made  by  the  defendants  on  such  of  the  mortgaged  lands 
as  are  in  their  possession,  or  as  are  claimed  by  the  said 
defendants ;  and  it  is  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  the 
master  to  set  an  occupation  ground-rent  on  such  of 
the  mortgaged  lands  as  are  claimed  by  the  said  defen- 
dants during  such  time  as  the  same  have  been  beneficially 
occupied  by  them,  or  their  tenants,  since  the  execution 
of  the  said  mortgage,  and  to  calculate  the  amount  thereof, 
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and  an  occupation  ground-rent  on  such  of  the  said  1846. 
mortgaged  lands  as  have  heen  sold  during  such  time 
as  the  same  were  beneficially  occupied  by  the  defendants 
or  their  tenants  after  the  creation  of  the  mortgage  and 
before  the  sale  thereof,  and  to  calculate  the  amount 
thereof ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to 
the  master  to  take  an  account  of  such  of  the  mortgaged 
lands  as  have  been  sold,  and  of  the  terms  on  which  the 
same  were  sold,  and  of  the  moneys  received  by  the  defen- 
dants or  any  of  them,  or  by  any  person  or  persons  by 
their  order  or  for  their  use,  on  account  of  such  sales, 
and  to  calculate  interest  thereon ;  and  his  honour  doth 
order  and  decree,  that  the  mortgage  money  and  interest, 
and  the  aforesaid  value  of  the  improvements  be  set 
against  the  amount  of  the  said  ground  rent,  and  of  the 
said  purchase  moneys  received  by  the  said  defendants, 
and  the  interest  thereof,  and  that  a  balance  be  struck, 
and  that  the  party  from  whom  such  balance  shall  appear 
to  be  due,  do  pay  the  same  to  the  other  party ;  and  in 
case  such  balance  shall  appear  to  be  due  from  the  said 
plaintiffs  to  the  said  defendants,  then  upon  payment 
thereof  it  is  ordered,  that  the  said  defendants  do  con- 
vey and  assure  such  of  the  mortgaged  lands  as  are  vested 
in  them  unto  the  plaintiffs,  or  as  they  shall  appoint ;  and 
in  case  such  balance  shall  appear  to  be  due  from  the 
defendants  to  the  said  plaintiffs,  then  that  the  said 
defendants  do  pay  the  same,  and  convey  and  assure  such 
of  the  mortgaged  lands  as  are  vested  in  them  unto  the 
plaintiffs,  or  as  they  shall  appoint ;  and  his  honour  doth 
further  order,  that  the  said  defendants  do  assign  to  the 
plaintiffs  any  contracts  which  they  have  made  for  the 
sale  of  any  of  the  mortgaged  lands,  and  which  may 
remain  in  any  respect  open  and  unperformed ;  and  it  is 
further  ordered,  that  such  mortgage  money  and  interest 
aforesaid  be  divided  amongst  the  said  defendants  rateably 
and  in  proportion,  and  that  every  defendant  receive  the 
value  of  his  own  improvements,  after  deducting  such 
ground-rent  as  aforesaid,  in  respect  of  the  lands  occupied 
as  aforesaid  by  himself  or  his  tenants,  and  such  part  of 

8  VOL.  I. 
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1M6.  the  aforesaid  pnTchase  moneys  as  he  has  received,  with 
interest  thereon;  and  in  taking  the  acconnts  herebjrefer- 
red  to  the  master,  he  is  to  make  to  the  parties  all  jost  allow- 
ances; andfor  the  better  taking  of  the  same,  the  parties  are 
to  prodnce  before,  and  leave  with  the  master  npon  oath  all 
deeds^  books,  papers  and  writings  in  their  custody  or 
power  relating  thereto,  and  may  be  examined  upon  inter- 
rogatories as  the  master  shall  direct ;  for  which  purpose, 
and  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  in  the  taking  of  the 
said  accounts,  if  necessary,  a  commission  or  commissions 
may  is^ue  into  the  country,  directed  to  proper  commis- 
sioners; or  such  examination  may  be  had  before  an 
examiner  or  examiners  of  this  court  in  the  country,  as 
the  master  shall  direct ;  and  his  honour  doth  reserve 
the  consideration  of  costs,  and  of  further  directions,  until 
after  the  master  shall  have  made  his  report.'' 

From  this  decree,  and  the  several  orders  overruling 
the  plea  and  demurrer  of  WiUiam  Simprnm^  the  defen- 
dants (in  the  court  below)  now  appealed ;  and  on  the 
appeal  coming  on  for  argument, 

Mr.  Sherwood^  Q.  0.,  Mr.  Sullivan  and  Mr.  Blake^ 
appeared  as  counsel  for  the  appellants  Simpson  and  Ward; 
and  with  reference  to  the  order  overruling  the  plea,  stated 
briefly  the  possession  of  Thomas  Smyth^  the  father  of 
the  respondents,  the  mortgage  and  bond  to  Mr.  Sewall, 
and  subsequent  judgment  and  execution  against  lands, 
under  which  the  sheriff  had  seized  the  lands  now  sought 
to  be  redeemed,  and  sale  to  Jones.  Jones  claiming  the 
fee,  sells,  and  after  various  mesne  assignments  the  estate 
vests  in  the  appellants.  The  Smyths  having  filed  their 
bill  to  redeem,  Simpson  pleaded  these  matters  in  bar  ; 
and  the  question  that  arises  is,  could  the  sheriff  sell 
Smyth's  equity  of  redemption  under  a  writ  ot  fieri  facias 
issued  against  lands  f  and  secondly,  if  the  equity  of 
redemption  were  saleable  under  that  writ,  has  the  sale  of 
the  land  conveyed  it  ? 

First)  is  the  equi^  of  redemption  slideabte  itnder  this 


IWMP^  HSn  A^MIA]^  RB9QKI8.  19 

wril  ?.  If  it  be  not,  it  vmt  to  on  A«  growd  aithir  (first)    1846. 
that  ^qoitt^ble  ii^teraats  oannot  be  0o}d  wder  a  coadmon 


law  process,  or  (secondly)  that  the  words  of  the  statute  ^T 
(5  Geo.  II.,  cb.  7)  #re  pot  ooppr^nsive  enongb  to 
embrace  such  eatates. 

Now,  a9  to  equitable  interests  not  being  saleable  under 
common  law  process.  At  common  law,  two  writs  only 
were  known  for  the  recovery  of  debts;  the  fieri factaM^ 
against  goods,  and  the  kvarifaetoif  against  com  grow- 
ing, &c.  (a)  The  only  remedies  against  lands  known  at 
tho  present  day,  we  owe  to  ej^press  enactments ;  and  the 
first  statute  which  snlgectod  lands  to  judgment^  is  that 
of  Westminister,  2nd.,  {b)  which  allows  the  plaintiff  to 
haye  either  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  directed  to  the  sheriff, 
<<  or  that  the  sheriff  shall  deliyer  to  him  all  the  chattels 
of  the  debtor  (saving  only  his  oxen  and  beasts  of  his 
plough)  and  the  onerha^  of  hie  hnde^  until  the  debt  be 
levied  upon  a  reasonable  price  or  extent;"  but  it  is 
observable  in  the  first  place,  that  land  is  the  only  word 
used  in  the  Statute  of  Westminister,  ^^  MediaUUem 
Terrwy'  and  therefore  no  argument  can  be  fairly  deduoible 
from  the  construction  of  that  statute;  and,  secondly, 
that  uses  and  trusts  were  unknown  at  the  time  the  Statute 
of  Westminister  was  passed,  and  but  little  understood  at 
the  date  of  the  Statute  of  Treasons ;  for  if  uses  had  been 
then  known,  it  is  evident  the  clergy  would  have  taken 
advantage  of  them  in  their  memorable  struggles  for 
aggrandisement,  but  we  find  that  the  Statute  ^^  J)e 
Religio^ee  "  takes  Ino  notice  of  them,  though  passed  to 
prevent  alienations  in  mortmain,  and  indeed  although 
uses  were  in  all  probability  devised  by  the  clergy  in 
order  to  defeat  the  Statute  De  Religoeee^  still  they  did 
not  become  of  frequent  occurrence  till  the  contest  between 
the  houses  of  York  and  Lancaster,  in  the  reign  of 
Richard  II.,  obliged  men  to  devise  some  mode  to  pre- 
vent the  frequent  forfeitures  that  were  then  made ;  and 


(a)  Sir  Wm.  Harbat's  case,  Co.  11  b,  12  a. 
(h)  18  Ed.  1  ch.  18. 
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1846.  hence  Lord  Bacon  assigns  that  reign  as  the  period  of 
the  introduction  of  uses,  (a)  Therefore  it  is  evident  that 
neither  the  Statute  of  Westminster,  which  was  passed 
before  uses  were  known,  nor  the  Statute  of  Treasons, 
which  was  enacted  before  they  became  a  common  mode 
of  conveyance,  could  be  construed  to  include  any  thing 
save  land  at  common  law.  But  when  conveyances  to 
uses  became  of  more  common  occurrence,  although  mere 
creatures  of  equity,  (for  we  know  that  John  WaUham^ 
Chancellor  to  Richard  II.,  devised  the  subpoena  return- 
able in  Chancery  only)  still  we  find  some  general  and 
many  special  acts  of  parliament  in  this  reign  enacting 
forfeiture  of  lands  held  to  uses  ;  (5)  and  subsequently, 
the  statutes  1  R.  III.,  and  9  H.  YII.,  ch.  15,  make  lands 
Uable  to  execution  issued  against  the  cestui  que  U8e  ;  there- 
fore the  doctrine  that  equitable  interests  cannot  be 
made  the  subject  of  sale  under  a  common  law  process,  is 
not  founded  in  law ;  for  although  the  Statute  of  West- 
ArgnmMt  miuster,  2nd,  which  relaxed  the  common  law  in  favour  of 
creditors,  and  gave  a  remedy  against  land,  did  not  extend 
to  uses,  still  uses  were  then  unknown ;  and  when  known, 
we  find  the  legislature  subjecting  them  to  common  law 
process.  But  when  the  statute  of  Henry  VIII.  abolished 
uses,  and  trusts  sprang  into  existence,  (the  mere  crea- 
tures of,  and  cognisable  only  in  courts  of  equity,)  do  we 
find  the  legislature  regarding  the  sale  of  equitable  inter- 
ests by  common  law  process  as  incompatible  ?  On  the 
contrary,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  passed  for  the 
express  purpose  of  subjecting  those  equitable  interests  to 
this  process.  Now  when  we  examine  the  words*  of  this 
statute,  we  find  several  points  worthy  of  observation : 
and  first,  we  find  nothing  in  the  statute  having  any  refer- 
ence to  /chattel  interests  in  land ;  the  word  '^  land  "  is 
said,  by  Shepherd^  in  his  Touchstone^  (g.  92,)  to  mean 
^^ frank  tenement''  at  least;  and  further,  at  page  88, 
and  Cro.  Car.  298,  where  "  ho  having  freehold  and  inter- 
est for  years,  devise  all  his  lands,**  freehold  only  will 


(a)  Bac.  Uses,  p.  24.  (6)  21  B.  2  C.  3. 
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pass,  and  the  words  ^^  tenements  and  hereditaments  "  in  1846. 
that  connexion  cannot  refer  to  a  term  of  years.  And  ' 
when  we  examine  the  statute  with  a  view  to  determine 
what  remedy  it  affords  in  case  of  trusts  of  the  feCy  we 
submit  that  the  words  are  amply  s&fficient  to  include  all 
manner  of  equitaole  interest;  the  language  of  the 
statute  is :  ^^  In  any  manner  of  wise  seised  or  possessed 
of;*'  which  will  of  course  embrace  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion. But  when  we  remember  that  the  legislature  was 
not  devising  a  new  mode  of  execution,  to  be  applied  to 
a  new  species  of  property,  then  for  the  first  time  rendered 
liable  to  the  claims  of  creditors,  but  was  applying  to 
such  new  species  of  property  the  different  writs  of 
execution  already  in  use,  we  shall  find  in  the  subsequent 
words  enough  to  qualify  the  general  expression  ;  for  the 
sheriff  is  only  authorised  to  make  such  execution  when 
the  trustee  is  ^^seised  or  possessed  in  trust  for  him  against 
whom  execution  is  so  sued,*' 


Now  when  we  consider  the  nature  of  the  writ  of  elegit , 
as  connected  with  these  words,  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
legislature  can  only  have  intended  to  include  cases  of 
simple  trust,  because  where  the  trusts  are  in  favour  of 
some  other  person  as  well  as  the  person  against  whom 
execution  issued,  upon  what  principle  of  law  or  justice 
could  the  legislature  permit  the  sheriff  to  deliver  a  moiety 
of  such  trust  lands,  disregarding  the  interest  of  the  other 
cestui  que  trust ;  or  what  consistency  would  there  be  in 
delivering  possession  of  land  to-day,  which  might  be 
recovered  by  the  other  cestui  que  trust  to-morrow.  And 
that  this  is  the  true  reason  that  the  equity  of  redemption 
on  a  mortgage  in  fee,  was  not,  and  indeed  could  not 
have  been  intended  by  the  legislature  to  have  been  in- 
cluded in  the  10th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
seems  almost  demonstrated  by  the  recent  English  statute 
1  &  2  Victoria,  ch.  110 ;  the  words  of  which  are  incor- 
porated in  the  writs  devised  by  the  court  under  the  act. 
(a)  and  are  certainly  amply  wide  enough  to  comprehend 

"  (a)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  866.  """" 
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1846.  the  several  Bub-purchasers  named  in  the  schedule  to  the 
amended  bill  were  necessary  parties ;  which  demurer 
the  Yice-Chancellor  on  the  11th  of  July,  1843,  overruled. 
After  the  demurrer  of  William  Simp%on  had  been  over- 
ruled, the  appellants  Simpaanj  Wardy  and  G-Uui^  pat  in 
their  several  answers,  and  Lake,  Boyee  and  CoIUm 
answered  jointly,  in  which  they  respectively  set  up  the 
defences  relied  upon  in  the  plea  and  demurrer  of  ^Sunpson, 
as  also  the  equitable  grounds  relied  upon  in  8imp$on*i 
answer  to  the  original  bill. 

Evidence  was  taken,  the  important  parts  of  which  are 
noticed  in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

[The  seisin  of  Thomas  Smythy  the  mortgage  to  Sewatt, 
the  sheriff 's  sale  in  1825,  and  intermediate  conveyances, 
the  possession  of  Ward  and  those  claiming  under  him, 
from  the  sale  by  Jones  to  him  in  1826,  and  also  the 
,  extensive  improvements  made  upon  the  premises,  were 
either  admitted  or  clearly  proved.] 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  4th  of  June, 
1845,  when  his  Honour  the  Yice-Chancellor  made  the 
following  decree : 

^^  His  Honour  doth  order  and  decree,  that  it  be  referred 
to  the  master  of  this  court  to  take  an  account  of  what  is 
due  to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  mortgage  security  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned,  and  to  compute  interest  thereupon;  and 
it  is  further  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  the  master  to 
take  an  account  of  the  present  value  of  the  improvements 
made  by  the  defendants  on  such  of  the  mortgaged  lands 
as  are  in  their  possession,  or  as  are  claimed  by  the  said 
defendants ;  and  it  is  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  the 
master  to  set  an  occupation  ground-rent  on  such  of 
the  mortgaged  lands  as  are  claimed  by  the  said  defen- 
dants during  such  time  as  the  same  have  been  beneficially 
occupied  by  them,  or  their  tenants,  since  the  execution 
of  the  said  mortgage,  and  to  calculate  the  amount  thereof. 
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and  an  occupation  ground-rent  on  such  of  the  said  .1846. 
mortgaged  lands  as  have  been  sold  during  such  time 
as  the  same  were  beneficially  occupied  by  the  defendants 
or  their  tenants  after  the  creation  of  the  mortgage  and 
before  the  sale  thereof,  and  to  calculate  the  amount 
thereof ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to 
the  master  to  take  an  account  of  such  of  the  mortgaged 
lands  as  have  been  sold,  and  of  the  terms  on  which  the 
same  were  sold,  and  of  the  moneys  received  by  the  defen- 
dants or  any  of  them,  or  by  any  person  or  persons  by 
their  order  or  for  their  use,  on  account  of  such  sales, 
and  to  calculate  interest  thereon ;  and  his  honour  doth 
order  and  decree,  that  the  mortgage  money  and  interest, 
and  the  aforesaid  value  of  the  improvements  be  set 
against  the  amount  of  the  said  ground  renc,  and  of  the 
said  purchase  moneys  received  by  the  said  defendants, 
and  the  interest  thereof,  and  that  a  balance  be  struck, 
and  that  the  party  from  whom  such  balance  shall  appear 
to  be  due,  do  pay  the  same  to  the  other  party ;  and  in 
case  such  balance  shall  appear  to  be  due  from  the  said 
plaintiffs  to  the  said  defendants,  then  upon  payment 
thereof  it  is  ordered,  that  the  said  defendants  do  con- 
vey and  assure  such  of  the  mortgaged  lands  as  are  vested 
in  them  unto  the  plaintiffs,  or  as  they  shall  appoint ;  and 
in  case  such  balance  shall  appear  to  be  due  from  the 
defendants  to  the  said  plaintiffs,  then  that  the  said 
defendants  do  pay  the  same,  and  convey  and  assure  such 
of  the  mortgaged  lands  as  arc  vested  in  them  unto  the 
plaintiffs,  or  as  they  shall  appoint ;  and  his  honour  doth 
further  order,  that  the  said  defendants  do  assign  to  the 
plaintiffs  any  contracts  which  they  have  made  for  the 
sale  of  any  of  the  mortgaged  lands,  and  which  may 
remain  in  any  respect  open  and  unperformed ;  and  it  is 
further  ordered,  that  such  mortgage  money  and  interest 
aforesaid  be  divided  amongst  the  said  defendants  rateably 
and  in  proportion,  and  that  every  defendant  receive  the 
value  of  his  own  improvements,  after  deducting  such 
ground-rent  as  aforesaid,  in  respect  of  the  lands  occupied 
as  aforesaid  by  himself  or  his  tenants,  and  such  part  of 

8  VOL.  I. 


24  BRROR  AND  APPEAL  REPORTS. 

1846.    shew  that  the  object  of  this  statute  was,  first,  to  make 
a  species  of  property  theretofore  not  liable  to  sale, 
subject'to  be  sold  for  the  satisfaction  of  nmple  contract 
debts :  which  was  altogether  different  from  the  end  pro- 
posed by  the  29th  Chas.  II. ;  and  secondly,  such  end  is 
attained,  not  as  in  that  act,  by  mians  of  the  writ  of 
execution  before  then  in  use,  but  by  subjecting  them  to 
sale  under  fi.  fa.y  by  which  they  could  not  before  have 
been  affected.    Now  let  us  first  enquire  if  trust  estates 
of  any  description  are  rendered  liable  under  5  Geo.  II., 
and  that  trust  estates  are  included  is  too  plain  for  argu- 
ment.    Consider  the  object  of  the  statute.     If  trust 
estates  are  not  included  under  5  Geo.  II.,  then  even  the 
remedies  furnished  by  the  29  Chas.  II.  are  abridged ;  but 
such  a  notion  is  most  effectually  exploded  by  the  reason- 
ing in  0-ardiner  t.  Cf-ardiner.  (a)    If,  then,  trust  estates 
are  rendered  saleable  under  5  Geo.  II.,  and  it  seems 
impossible  to  contend  against  that,  by  what  rule  of  con- 
Arfoment  structiou  it  may  be  asked  shall  an  equity  of  redemption 
be  excluded  ?    The  words  of  the  act  include  it.     It  falls 
in  with  the  object  and  intentions  of  the  legislature ; 
it  is  in  no  respect  a  violation  of  any  principle  of  law ; 
and  the  words  of  the  act  are  ^'^the  houses,  lands,  negroes 
and  other  hereditaments,  belonging  to  any  person  in- 
debted;** it  does  not  speak  of  a  person  being  seised  in 
trust  for  the  person  indebtedy  as  in  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
by  which  words  an  equity  of  redemption  is  excluded. 
And  lastly,  the  king  and  the  subject  are  placed  on  the 
same  footing  by  the  statute  of  Geo.  II.    Now  equitable 
interests  and  equities  of  redemption,  were  always  held  to 
be  saleable  under  an  extent  at  the  suit  of  the  Grown,  {b) 
And  the  decisions  which  have  been  come  to  on  the  annu- 
ity act,  would  seem  to  furnish  a  strong  analogy  for  hold- 
ing that  the  legislature  is  not  to  be  held  as  excluding, 
but  rather  as  including  equitable  interests,  (c)   The  lan- 
guage, too,  of  the  25th  Geo.  III.,  ch.  35,  is  very  strong ; 

a)  4  U.  0.  Q.  B.  620. 

b)  The  King  t.  Do  La  Motte,  Forrest,  162 ;  8  Free.  Abet.  853. 

c)  Tucker  t.  ThurstoD,  17  Vcs.  181. 


thf  «bj^t  <if  A«l  aa*  k  lovwder  At  hndsof  deblOM  to  IMB. 
tilt  Oi^^wn  aaleaUe.  The  wor^  are,  <<The  right,  title 
aa4  intereet  of  eny  debtor  in  any  land$j  Umm^mUj  ^md 
hmr$diimmmii$j  wmj  be  pold/*  Asd  these  haw  been  held 
te  embraee  an  ^nity  of  redemption.  («)  Bnt  it  may  be 
argued  that  thia  eonstmotioa  will,  iy  in^MdtOt^  make 
aa  important  alteratieaii  in  the  law  as  it  existed  prior  te 
the  5th  Geo.  II.,  convertmg  that  into  legal  aaeeti,  which 
was  before  equitable,  without  express  words  to  that  effect. 
It  is  nnneoessary  to  paose  to  point  out  the  difference  be* 
tween  rendmng  property  liable  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
debtw,  and  constitating  it  assets  after  his  decease ;  be- 
caase  it  is  admitted  that  all  which  is  rendered  liable  in 
his  life-time  is  made  assets  after  his  decease ;  but  it  may 
be  answered  that  the  mutations  on  this  subject  in  Eng- 
land haTO  been  at  the  least  to  the  full  as  extensive,  with- 
out affording  ground  for  any  such  argument  aa  that 
urged  against  the  oonstruetion  contended  for.  Trust 
estates  were  not  formerly  assets  at  all ;  and  we  do  not 
find  the  Statute  of  Frauds  making  them  equitable  aeeetSj 
(although  the  trusts  were  not  recognised  at  all  at  com- 
mon law,)  but  tegal  aeeete. 

Beal  estate  was  not  ftt  common  law  assets,  in  any  wise, 
to  satisi^  simple  contract  debts ;  but  we  find  that  land?, 
by  the  statute  9  and  4  Wm.  lY.,  eh.  104,  are  made  as- 
sets, and  singular  enough,  not  legalf  but  equkahh;  an 
equity  of  redemption  was  equitable  assets ;  but  the  1  and 
2  Vic,  ch.  110,  s.  18,  charges  it  with  a  legal  judgment^ 
and  gives  the  remedy.  And  surely  an  alteration  by 
which  an  equity  ef  redemption  woiM  be  rendered  salea- 
ableundev  9ifi.fa.y  cannot  be  regairded  as  more  vital  than 
the  changes  confessedly  made  by  the  act  now  under  con- 
sideration ;  by  it,  k^ds,  w^eh  were  onfy  real  assets  to 
be  reached  thrw/gh  the  Aeir,  and  only  for  the  satisfiiction 
of  real  securities,  are  made  assets,  legal  assets  in  the 
hands  of  an  executor,  and  that,  too,  without  proviifing  for 
the  priority  of  real  securities. 

"""  (a),lSa«id.  Vies,  277. 
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184a  objeetioii,  for  by  the  bill  in  questioti)  an  attempt  is  mftde 
to  difide  into  several  suits  that  whieh  ought  properl j  to 
be  determined  hj  one.  Now,  it  is  submitted,  stioh  a 
state  of  things  can  never  be  permitted,  withoat  some 
reason  for  it  being  stated  on  the  reoord.  But  the  argu- 
tDttt  stated  is  not  valid,  for  a  demurer  for  want  of  par- 
ties is  alwajB  general,  and  conseqnently  must  prevail^ 
though  some  part  of  the  prayer  might  properly  be 
granted  on  the  hearing.  The  rule  in  equity  is,  that  the 
defendant  may  always  demmr  ^e  tentiSy  provided  such 
dmnurrer  ia  eoewtetuws  with  that  upon  the  record.  Now, 
a  defendant  who  demurs  generally  upon  the  reoord  for 
want  of  eqfoity,  is  always  permitted  to  demur  ore  tonut 
for  want  of  parties*  The  condttsion  is  inevitable,  that 
a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties  is  to  the  whole  bill,  (a) 
The  matter  however  is  no  longer  depending  on  general 
reasoning ;  there  is  a  reooit  deoision  direetly  in  peint.  {b) 
Therefore  lome  part  of  the  prayer,  being  oonfeesedly 
wrong,  and  sueh  as  oouH  not  be  granted  in  the  absenoe 
of  Bofsf al  petscMM  who  had  not  been  made  pi^eSy  the 
bill  was  dnariy  liable  to  general  demurrer,  and  the  order 
overruling  it  must  be  reversed  on  this  appeal. 

Mr.  Hagartif^  for  the  other  appellants. 

tSx.Sarrieomj  Q.€«,  andMr.  Jbfioiyfartherespnndenta. 
As  to  the  order  overmling  the  plea,  the  aot  of  the  dth 
Geo*  n.  oontemplates  two  objects :  first,  to  faoiKtate 
tho  proof;  second,  the  recovery  of  debts^ 

The  only  means  taken  for  the  latter  purpose  are^  firot, 
to  toAa  Isads  assets  for  the  payment  of  simpla  contract 
debti ;  second^  to  subject  them  to  the  same  proceed  as 
personal  estate.  Personal  estateis  left  entirely  as  it  was. 
The  enquiry  then  always  is  m  any  given  case,  what  \A 
your  remedy  agsinat  personal  estate  ?  for  whatever  it  be, 
the  same^  r^nedy  you  have  agunst  lands.    Now  Uie 

(a)1?>lsv.PiiQe^6V«s.779.    (6)  Lidbettw  v.  L«ig^  4  M.  4a»  280. 


remedies  against  personal  estilte  are  irariote,  acdordiiig    1S4S. 
to  the  nature  of  the  Interest  and  the  <arcumstan<^  of  the  ^tZiT^ 
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case ;  if  jonr  interest  in  personal  estate  be  legal,  yon  ^A^ 
sell  it  nnder  the  ji.  fa.;  if  equitable,  yott  proceed  by  bfl! 
in  equity;  and  if  your  estate  be  an  equity  of  redemption, 
yen  may  either  apply  to  redeem,  or  pray  a  sale  subject 
to  the  mortgage.  The  remedies  against  personal  estate 
therefore  being  rarious,  according  to  the  cfarcumstatees, 
you  must  alwftys,  in  determining  what  remedies  you  have 
against  lands,  take  the  drcumstances  of  the  case  into 
consideration;  for  if  yohti  apply  to  lands  one  sort  df 
remedy  or  process,  under  cih^umstances  which  would 
foake  it  neqeSsary  to  resort  to  another  itith  respect  to 
personal  estate,  you  do  not  obserte  the  5th  Oeo.  II.,  but 
you  deps^t  from  it. 

If  personal  property  bo  mortgaged,  and  the  condition 
broketi,  the  interest  or  equity  Of  tedettptkmof  tfie  ifaort- 
gagor  is  not  saleable  under  1^1  e^kectitioii ;  the  remedy' 
of  tiie  creditor  is  by  bill  in  eq[uity,  either  for  a  redeftr|)* 
tion  of  the  mortgaged  property,  or  for  a  sftle  subject  to 
the  mortgage,  SeM  ▼.  Skhaleyj  (a)  in  which  case  the 
security  comprised  both  a  term  for  yeiirs  and  moteables. 
Now  lands  of  inheritance  mortgaged,  after  brettcfh  of  the 
condition,  are  in  precisely  the  same  situation  as  personal 
property  so  circumstane^.  You  must  apply  tiie  satitO 
remedy  to  both.  We  have  already  seen  trfiat  that  is ;  ft 
is  not  a  sale  under  9tjt.fa. 

It  may  be  said  that  this  is  a  circuitous  retfredy ;  the 
answer  is,  that  the  legislature  was  content  to  place  lands 
on  the  same  footing  as  personal  estate ;  it  did  not  itoean 
to  f^e  a  better  remedy  against  lands  than  against  goods. 
It  may  abo  be  said,  that  if  this  construction  prevail,  the 
statute  does  not  vary  the  remedy  agatnet  a&  equTty  of 
redeiftption  in  lands  of  inheritance,  for  before  die  statute 
it  w*e  the  sattte  as  against  a  similar  interest  in  gboA. 

(<t)'SBsii4S6. 
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1846.  This  is  tarue,  but  it  surely  cannot  be  argued,  that  because 
the  statute,  where  it  finds  the  remedies  diflferent,  makes 
them  the  same,  and  where  it  finds  them  the  same  it 
makes  them  different. 

It  is  also  said,  that  a  mortgagee  of  chattels  may  sell 
aft^r  notice  to  the  mortgagor ;  this  may  be  true ;  and  in 
this  case  he  is  in  the  same  situation  as  a  mortgagee  of 
lands  with  a  power  of  sale,  which  does  not  vary  the  na- 
ture of  the  equity  of  redemption ;  the  question  is  not 
whether  the  mortgagee  can  sell,  but  whether  the  sheriff 
can  sell ;  he.  sells  the  interest  of  the  mortgagor,  which 
is  not  altered  by  the  existence  of  a  power  of  sale  in  the 
mortgagee ;  it  is  not  pretended,  that  a  mortgagee  of  a 
term  for  years  without  a  power  of  sale  can  sell  after 
notice  to  the  mortgagor. 

An  equity  of  redemption  of  a  term,  is  confessedly  not 
ATfttBMii  vaAe  saleable  or  subject  to  legal  process  by  the  act ;  of 
which  th.e  principle  is  to  assimilate  lands  to  personaUy, 
Now  it  would  be  absurd  to  say,  that  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion  of  lands  of  inheritance  more  resembled  persoilalty 
than  that  which  is  personalty  already,  namely,  an  equity 
of  redemption  of  a  term.  It  is  true  that  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  subjects  trusts  of  inheritance,  and  not  trusts  of 
terms,  to  legal  process,  of  which  the  reason  is  not  very 
obvious ;  but  the  same  absurdity  does  not  arise,  because 
it  was  not  the  object  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  make 
real  estate  personal  estate,  but  to  make  equitable  estates 
legal  estates. 

It  is  then  contended  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  to 
draw  the  line  between  what  is  subject  to  legal  and  what  is 
subject  to  equitable  process ;  and  as  it  opens  the  door  to 
some  equitable  estates,  so  it  admits  the  whole.  We  may 
admit  the  premises  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  but  we 
deny  .the  inference.  We  are  willing  upon  this  question, 
for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  to  take  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  as  a  guide,  and  to  admit  that  trusts  of  inheritance 
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are  saleable  under  a  ^tf./a. ;  bat  this  will  not  warrant  the  1846. 
sale  of  equities  of  redemption,  either  of  goods  or  lands, 
underthe  process ;  these  interests  being  wholly  untouched 
by  the  statute.  In  fact  all  the  legislative  provisions,  and 
they  are  many,  which  have  had  for  their  object  the  assi- 
milation of  equitable  to  legal  estates,  have  cautiously 
excepted  from  their  operation  equities  of  redemption,  in 
consequence  of  the  immense  inconvenience  which  would 
arise  from  a  ccfntrary  disposition.  In  this  particular 
case,  for  instance,  on  a  sale  of  an  equity  of  redemption^ 
the  mortgage  money  would  be  part  of  the  purchase 
money,  which  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  sec 
paid  before  he  gave  a  deed  ;  for  which  purpose  he  must 
determine  how  much  is  due  ;  a  duty  which  would  render 
it  necessary  for  him  to  decide  some  of  the  most  nice  and 
difficult  questions  of  law  and  practice  which  engage  the 
attention  of  courts  of  equity 

Upon  all  these  grounds  it  is  submitted,  that  the  sheriff's  Aiimwu. 
sale  in  the  present  case  did  not  divest  the  interest  of 
Thomas  Smyih^  but  that  it  remained  in  him  notwith- 
standing such  sale,  and  devolved  under  his  will  to  the 
respondents,  who  have  therefore  the  right  of  redemption 
in  the  present  case,  if  it  exist  in  any  body. 

As  to  the  order  overruling  the  demurrer :  the  demur- 
rer complains  that  the  persons  named  in  the  schedule  to 
the  bill,  other  than  the  parties  to  the  suit,  being  also 
purchasers  of  village  lots,  are  not  before  the  court ;  and 
in  fact  asserts  this  proposition,  that  the  mortgagee  may 
divide  the  lands  amongst  an  infinite  number  of  persons, 
and  thereby  make  redemption  impracticable,  and  deprive 
the  mortgagor  of  his  property.  Now,  to  waive  all  other 
points,  as  being  attended  with  some  degree  of  doubt, 
and  to  confine  our  attention  to  what  is  clear,  the  respon- 
dents must  be  entitled  to  redeem  the  portions  of  the 
parties  before  the  court,  claiming  compensation  from  the 
vendors  oif  the  residae  for  its  alienation.     The  purcha- 


1949,  4fHff  f^^  mpim  Vi9flm  ^  bei»g  Mi«Qt04  finr  tt^* 
PWBOfe;  tbi^;  fi]tfeir  90  more  th^  th/ej  woi4d  if  aU  tko 
BftF^Wi  ^f'^  )>^re  ^he  caw^f  No  obj«ctio?i  o«^  l^^ 
i^^e  %a  th<e  abff^act  right  of  thA  TeAponde&ts  to  tiuA 
mQ4^  Qf  Yfiliof.  A  mort^^af  06  alioBatiDg  p%rt  of  tbo 
lAortgagf^  property,  roooimg  its  valuo,  and  givipg  x^ 
rifitie^  of  t]^amo!];tgaigi9  to  tl^e  purobasoTi  cannot  bj  tl^i 
iipox^fi(I  aet  escape  tbfi  liabilities  oi^  a  mortgage^;  %q4 
a  C€iurae  vhicl^  would  bd  ua^diapntably  right  in  om  cihs^ 
^^'J  be  Yolont^ilj  adopted  i^  another  at  t^  call  of 
circumstances  different  in  their  nature,  but  mOt  leas 
imperative.  At  ill  erento  the  vendors  must  be  liable  to 
the  redemption  qf  the  property  retained,  ^nd  to  make 
compenst^tion  for  the  proper^  sold,  the  respondente 
waiving  all  Relief  ^gajust  the  purcheisers^  and  confirming 
their  titles.  To  two  of  the  four  alternatives  (every  one 
of  which  supersedes  all  others)  prayed  by  the  biU,  the 
respondents  are  therefore  clearly  entitled ;  and  as  the 
demurrer  is.  general  to  the  whole  bil^  %nd  asserts  that 
they  are  ei^titled  to  no  part  of  the  relief  thereby 
prayed,  i^t  nfxifit  he  overruled.  Lowe  v.  Morgany  (a)  Smith 
y.  SncfWy  (ft)  Msux  v.  MaUbjf^  (c)  Calverhy  v.  Phelp^j  (d) 
JE[tf^i^hii^9^.  y.  Totmnendf  (e)  and  an  anonymous  case 
reported  in  Equ^  Cases  Abridged,  (/)  were  in  addition 
to  the  cases  cited  for  the  appellants,  referred  to. 

The  right  to,  appeal  from  the  order  on  the  demurrer 
is.  waived  by  an/mering,  entering  into  evidence,  and  pro- 
ceeding to  a  hearing ;  after  which  the  demurrer  could 
not  be  allowed,  as  that  would  put  Uie  party  who  had  so 
acted  out  of  court 

[The  argumoAts  of  counsel  as  to  the  merite  and  the 

(a)  1  Bi^  C.  C.  866v  BntWs  note.  (b)  8  Madd.  10. 

(c)  2  Swan  277. 

(d)  6  Madd.  229,  Story  £q.  PI.  p.  174. 
(a)  2K«6n67d. 
(/)  2E<|.Ga.Ab.  leSp.  7. 
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power  of  the  court  to  refuse  redemption,  are  sufficieatly    1950. 
set  forth  m  the  jadgments  delivered.] 

BOKNBoiFy  C.  J. — ^The  respondents,  as  devisees  of 
their  fSsther,  Th&maa  Smyth^  filed  their  bill  to  redeem 
400  aeres  acres  of  land  in  the  township  of  Elmsley, 
being  lots  1  and  2  in  the  fourth  concession,  whioh  their 
father  had  mortgaged  on  the  8th  of  December,  1810,  to 
one  Sstadllj  to  secure  a  debt  of  £286  lis.  8d.,  payable 
on  the  Brd  of  Angnst,  1811,  with  interest.  They  filed 
their  bill  on  the  2£th  November,  1840,  setting  forth,  as 
usual,  that  1^  money  not  being  paid  the  estate  had 
btoome  absolute  at  law  in  SewaU^  and  had  by  divers 
coQveyanees  become  vested  in  WilMam  Simp%mj  the 
defendant. 

On  the  SSad  of  April,  1841,  the  defendant  pleaded 
to  this  bill,  that  Stwallj  the  moHgagee,  had,  by  deed 
made  on  the  8th  August,  1825,  assigned  all  his  right  jgdgnMit. 
in  the  premises  to  Oharlea  JoneSy  to  hold  in  fee ;  that  in 
Trinity  Term,  58  Geo.  III.,  SewaU  recovered  judgment 
in  the  King's  Bench  in  Upper  Canada,  againat  Thamaa 
Smythy  the  mortgagor  mentioned  in  the  bill,  for  j6467 
28.  6d.  debt,  and  £13  IBs.  costs ;  and  that  upon  a  writ 
of  jL/a.  taken  out  in  the  5th  year  of  Geo.  lY.  upon 
that  judgment,  against  the  lands  and  tenements  of 
Thomas  Smyths  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff'  of  the  dis- 
trict of  Johnstown  (in  which  these  lands  are  situated) 
the  sheriff  seized  the  lands  and  premises  in  the  bill  of 
complaint  mentioned  as  belonging  to  the  said  Thomas 
Smythj  and  on  the  26th  August,  1825,  put  them  up  to 
sale  in  the  usual  manner,  and  sold  them  to  Charles  JoneSy 
as  the  purchaser  at  the  said  sale,  for  £105  ;  that  on  the 
27th  of  August,  1825,  the  sheriff  made  a  deed  under  his 
seal  of  office,  whereby  he  conveyed  to  Charles  Jones  in 
fee,  as  the  highest  bidder,  the  said  land,  so  far  as  he 
lawfully  might,  and  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest,  as 
sheriff,  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  of  execution  of  and 
in  the  same ;  that  the  said  Charles  JoneSj  on  Uie  80th 
5  VOL.  I. 
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1846.  JqIj,  1857,  in  consideration  of  £600,  to  him  paid  by 
Tnuman  Sieoch  and  Jame9  Simpwn^  granted,  bar- 
gained, sold  and  released  to  them  in  fee,  as  tenants  in 
common,  all  his  right  in  the  said  land,  to  hold  in  propor- 
tion of  two-thirds  to  Sicockj  and  one-third  to  Janu$ 
Simpson;  that,  on  the  21st  January,  ISSly, Sieock^  in 
consideration  of  jSSOO,  transferred  and  assigned  to  Jas, 
Simpson^  his  right  and  interest  in  an  undivided  one- 
sixth  part  of  the  land,  in  addition  to  the  one-third 
already  held  by  James  Simpson^  thereby  making  them 
tenants  in  common  in  fee  of  equal  moieties :  that  Thos. 
Hieockf  on  the  11th  of  April,  1881,  in  consideration 
of  £1000,  conveyed  to  James  Simpson  in  fee  another 
undivided  sixth  part  of  the  land,  whereby  James  Simp- 
son became  seised  of  two-thirds  of  the  whole  estate, 
Hicock  continuing  seised  of  the  other  one-third ;  that 
on  the  2nd  of  May,  1881,  Sicoekj  in  consideration  of 
£1000,  conveyed  all  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  400 
Judgment  acres  of  land  to  Abel  R.  Ward  in  fee ;  that  on  the  2jLst 
February,  1882,  James  Simpson  and  Abel  B.  Ward^ 
then  being  seised  of  the  whole  estate  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, conveyed  all  their  interest  in  the  400  acres  of  land 
to  William  Simpson^  the  then  sole  defendant  in  the 
suit,  for  £5000,  to  hold  in  fee  simple ;  and  the  plea 
concluded  by  denying  that  the  plaintiffs  had  any  inter- 
est in  the  estate. 

This  plea  came  on  to  be  argued  before  his  honour  the 
Yice-Ghancellor,  on  the  30th  July,  1841,  when  it  was 
overruled  with  costs. 

The  defendant,  on  the  18th  April,  1842,  put  in  his 
answer  to  the  bill ;  in  which,  among  other  things,  he  set 
forth  that  the  purchase  made  by  him  from  Hicock  of  the 
whole  estate  in  the  premises,  was  for  the  benefit  of  him- 
self and  of*  Abel  R.  Ward,  the  latter  having  agreed  to 
hold  one-third  in  common  with  him ;  that  they  after- 
wards made  a  partition,  and  thus  became  possessed  of 
separate  parts  of  the  premises ;  that  under  the  statute 
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8  Geo.  IV.  oh.  1,  for  the  constraotion  of  the  Bideau  1846. 
Canal,  certain  portions  of  the  land  have  heen  taken  for 
the  use  of  the  oanal,  and  are  become  vested  in  her 
Majesty ;  that  the  land  having  become  desirable  for  the 
site  of  a  village^  and  believing  himself  to  be  seised  of 
an  absolute  and  indefeasible  title  in  fee  simple  under  the 
circumstances  set  forth  in  his  answer,  be  laid  out  a  vil* 
lagejplot  thereoui  and  has  from  time  to  time  sold  and 
leased  village  lots  to  persons,  who  have  erected  houses 
and  made  other  improvements,  and  he  specifies  in  a 
schedule  annexed  to  his  answer  the  particulars  of  all 
the  sales  and  leases.  He  states  further,  that  Absl  B. 
Ward  has  made  also  many  similar  sales  of  lots  from  his 
portion  of  the  land,  of  which  he  (Simpson)  is  unable  to 
give  the  particulars ;  and,  after  setting  forth  facts  upon 
which  he  relies  as  entitling  him  to  hold  his  portion  of 
the  land  free  from  any  equity  of  redemption  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintifisyhe  insists  that  the  several  persons  whose 
names  are  given  by  him,  as  having  purchased  or  leased  judgment 
and  improved  portions  of  his  part  of  the  400  acres, 
should  be  made  defendants,  and  also  Abel  B.  Ward  and 
those  claiming  under  him,  and  that  her  Majesty's  Attor- 
ney General  should  be  made  a  party  in  respect  of  the 
portions  of  the  land  set  apart  and  held  for  the  use  of 
the  Rideau  Canal,  and  now  vested  in  her  Majesty. 

On  the  24th  of  December,  1842,  the  respondents 
amended  their  bill,  making  Abel  R.  Wardy  Henry  Glass^ 
Patrick  Tiemey,  William  Brown^  AHhur  T.  Ward, 
Henry  Lake,  Elijah  W.  Boyce,  and  RufuB  Collins  par- 
ties. The  amended  bill  seta  forth  the  facts  stated  in  the 
answer  respecting  the  partition  between  William  Simp- 
son and  AM  R.  Ward,  by  deed  made  on  the  5th  June, 
1834,  and  charges  that  Simpson  had  conveyed  to  per- 
sons named  in  a  schedule  annexed  the  village  lots 
therein  specified,  being  parts  of  the  400  acres ;  and  that 
Ward  had  also  disposed  of  other  lots,  of  which  the 
particulars  were  unknown  to  the  respondents:  that 
Charles  Jones,   T.  Hicock,  James  Simpson,  Abel  R. 
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1846.  Wardf  WiUiam  Simpmuy  and  the  several  purobasera 
from  William  Simpaan  aad  Aid  R.  Ward^  had  notice 
of  the  mortgage  when  they  acquired  their  interest ;  and 
that  WiUiam  Simpwn  and  Ward^  and  the  seyeral  por- 
chaaerB  from  tfaetOy  have  been  in  poasession  of  the  mort» 
giged  i»remifle0  from  the  6th  June,  1884,  and  are  BtiU  in 
poBsesBion* 

The  bill  praya  : — 

Ist  An  account  of  what  is  dne  on  the  mortgage,  and 
of  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  the  appellants  and 
otkerB  the  purchaurs  of  any  of  the  said  village  lots  »o 
amveyed ;  and  that  the  respondents  might  be  allowed 
to  redeem  on  paying  the  balance,  if  any  be  found  due, 
and  prays  a  re-conveyance.  t 

Or,  2ndly.  Prays  an  account  of  rents  and  profits 
received  by  appeUaniSf  and  that  on  payment  of  a  prth 
"^^"^  portumaU  part  of  tohat  may  be  dne  on  the  mortgage, 
after  deducting  such  rents  and  profits,  they  may  be 
allowed  to  redeem  so  much  of  the  premises  as  appellants 
are  interesed  in,  and  that  the  same  may  be  re-conveyed 
to  them,  and  that  any  surplus  of  the  rents  and  profits 
may  be  re-paid  to  them,  withotU  prejudice  to  their  pro^ 
ceeding  agahiBt  the  other  purchasers  of  the  said  village 
lots,  for  the  redemption  of  the  same. 

Or,  Srdly.  That  if,  on  taking  the  last  mentioned 
account,  anything  shall  be  found  due  upon  the  mortgage^ 
the  respondents  may,  on  paying  such  balance,  be  allowed 
to  redeem  such  parts  of  the  premises  as  the  appellants 
are  interested  in,  and  that  the  same  may  be  re-conveyed 
to  them,  or  any  surplus  of  the  rents  and  profits  paid  to 
them ;  and  that  W.  Simpson  and  Abel  R.  Ward  may 
pay  to  the  respondents  the  value  of  the  residue  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  and  a  compensation  for  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof  not  accounted  for,  or  the 
purchase   moneys  received    in   respect  |thereof,  with 
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interest  firom  the  titnes  of  receiving  the  same,  at  the    1816. 
option  of  the  respondents. 

Or,  4thl7*  That  upon  payment  to  Simp9&n  and  Abel 
JB.  Ward  of  any  balanoe  due  on  the  mortgage,  after 
deducting  rents  and  profits  receiTcd  by  them,  the  res- 
pendents  may  be  admitted  to  redeem  snch  parte  of  the 
premises  as  those  two  ^^  continue  intere$ted  tn,"  and  to 
have  the  same  re-conveyed — and  any  surplus  of  rente 
and  profito  to  be  paid  to  the  respondente ;  and  that  they 
may  pay  to  respondente  the  value  of  the  residue  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  and  a  compensation  for  the  rente 
and  profite  not  acconnted  for,  or  the  purchase  moneys 
received  in  respect  thereof  with  interest,  at  the  option  of 
the  respondente ;  concluding  with  a  prayer  for  general 
relief.  ' 

The  schedule  referred  to  in  the  bill  contains  the  names  ^«"«««»*- 
of  twenty-nine  persons  as  purchasers  (if  I  understood  it 
correctly)  of  village  lote,  some  of  them  holding  more  than 
one.  Ten  of  these  lote  are  stated  in  it  to  have  been 
^^  conveyed:**  whether  the  purchase  money  may  have 
been  paid  on  thoBo,  or  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  price 
of  those  not  conveyed,  does  not  a^llpear.  Several  lote 
are  stated  as  having  been  leased ;  but  for  what  periods, 
or  on  what  terms,  is  not  stated.  Some  are  set  down 
merely  as  being  occupied  by  different  persons  named  ; 
others,  as  having  houses  built  upon  them.  Two  lote  are 
set  down  as  having  been  conveyed  to  trustees  for  a 
Presbyterian  church,  and  one  to  trustees  for  a  Roman 
Catholic  church. 

The  appellant  Ghtee  stands  in  (he  schedule  as  the 
purchaser  of  a  lot  conveyed ;  Tiemetfy  of  a  lot  sold  but 
not  cenveyed ;  Brown^  of  two  lote  sold,  but  not  con- 
veyed ;  Arthur  J,  Ward^  the  same ;  Lake^  the  same ; 
BaycCf  as  purchaser  of  one  lot,  not  conveyed ;  Cottim^ 
the  same. 

In  aU,  sixty-two  village  lote  are  mentioned  as  having 


S8  BRROB  AND  APPBAIi  BBPO&TS. 

1846.    been  sold  and  oonveyed,  or  sold  and  not  conveyed,  or 
leased,  or  merely  built  upon,  or  occupied. 

And  among  the  purchasers  nrho  are  not  made  parties, 
are  some  who  are  stated  in  the  schedule  to  have  received 
their  conveyances,  and  some  also  of  each  of  the  other 
descriptions.  The  bill  contains  no  statement  accounting 
for  the  not  making  many  of  these  persons  parties,  and 
it  does  not  appear  why  any  of  those  who  have  been 
made  defendants  in  the  amended  bill  should  have  been 
made  parties  more  than  some  of  those  who  have  been 
omitted. 

On  the  25th  March,  1848,  WiUiam  Simpson  put  in  a 
demurrer  to  this  amended  bill,  for  want  of  parties, which 
being  argued  before  his  Honour  the  Vice-chancellor, 
on  the  11th  July,  was  over-ruled. 

The  defendants,  Ahel  R.  Wardy  W,  Simpsotij  and 
Judgmtnt.  Cf-iass^  severally  answered  the  amended  bill,  and  Lake^ 
Bayce^  and  Oollin$  answered  jointly. 

On  the  4th  of  June,  1845,  after  evidence  had  been 
taken,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  when  his  Honour 
the  Yice-Chancellor  made  a  decree  in  substance  as  fol- 
follows :  that  an  account  be  taken  of  the  money  due  on 
the  mortgage,  and  of  the  present  value  of  the  improve- 
ments made  by  the  appellants  on  the  lands  in  their  pos- 
session, or  claimed  by  them  ;  that  an  occupation  ground 
rent  be  set  on  such  lands  by  the  master,  for  the  time 
they  or  their  tenants  have  occupied,  and  also  on  the 
lands  sold,  while  they  were  so  occupied  before  sale ;  that 
an  account  be  taked  of  the  mortgaged  lands  sold,  and  of 
the  moneys  received  by  the  appellants  on  account  of  such 
sales,  and  interest  calculated  thereon ;  that  the  mort- 
gage money  and  interest,  and  the  value  of  the  improve- 
ments, be  set  against  the  ground  rent  and  purchase 
moneys  received  by  the  appellants,  with  interest,  and 
balance  paid  by  one  party  to  the  other  accordingly ; 
that  the  appellants  shall  convey  to  the  respondents  such 


BKROR  AND  APPXAL  R  SPORTS.  d 

of  the  mortgaged  lands  9fi  continue  Tested  in  them ;  1846. 
that  appellants  shall  assign  to  respondents  any  contracts 
which  they  shall  have  made  for  the  sale  of  any  of  the 
mortgaged  lands  remaining  open  and  unperformed ;  that 
the  mortgage  money  and  interest  shall  ]be  divided  rate- 
ahly  among  the  appellants  in  proportion ;  and  that  each 
shall  receive  the  value  of  his  ovm  improvements^  after 
deducting  such  ground  rent  as  aforesaid  in  respect  of 
the  lands  occupied  by  himself  or  his  tenants,  and  such 
part  of  the  purchase  moneffs  as  he  has  received^  with 
the  interest  thereon.  The  master  to  make  all  just  allow- 
ances. 

From  this  deeree  the  defendants  in  the  cause  below 
appeal ;  and  the  orders  of  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancel- 
lor, overruling  the  plea  and  demurrer,  are  also  appealed 
from. 


The  plea  rests  the  defence  upon  the  ground,  that  what- 
ever interest  the  mortgagor  Smith  retained  after  the 
mortgage,  was  divested  by  the  sheriff's  sale  under  the 
jLfa.^  and  that  his  devisees  have  consequently  nothing 
to  redeem.  That  is  a  point  so  inseparable  from  the 
merits  of  the  case,  that  it  is  impossible  the  respondents 
could  have  a  decree  in  their  favour,  if  we  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  equity  of  redemption  passed  by  the 
sheriff's  deed  to  Mr.  Jones ;  but  when  we  are  asked  to 
entertain  the  question  upon  an  appeal  against  the  Vice- 
Chancellor's  order  ovemQing  the  plea,  the  first  point 
to  be  considered  is,  whether  Simpson  is  in  a  situation  to 
appeal  from  that  order.  .  I  apprehend  he  is  not.  If,  in 
case  of  his  having  promptly  appealed  from  the  order 
overruling  his  plea,  he  might  nevertheless  have  been  com- 
pelled to  answer  before  the  appeal  could  be  disposed  of, 
then  it  would  have  been  contrary  to  reason  to  hold,  that 
by  afterwards  answerbg  he  had  waived  his  appeal.  But 
he  would  not  have  found  himself  in  that  situation.  It 
seems  to  have  been  at  one  time  a  doubtful  question  in 
England,  whether  upon  an  appeal  in  an  equity  suit,  the 
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1846.  proceedings  in  the  court  appealed  from  were  auipended 
by  the  appeal ;  and  many  years  ago  the  Houae  of  Lords 
appoint^  a  committee  to  consider  and  report  upon  that 
point. 

It  appeared  obvious  to  the  committee,  upon  investigat- 
ing  the  subject,  that  many  great  inconveniences  must 
follow  if  the  parties  could  not  be  restrained  from  pro- 
ceeding in  the  cause  as  a  matter  of  course,  notwithstand- 
ing the  appeal ;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  injustice 
as  well  as  inconvenience  might  follow,  if  all  proceedings 
in  the  cause  in  the  court  below  must  be  held  to  be  abso- 
lutely suspended,  so  that  no  step  could  be  taken  under 
any  circumstances  or  for  any  purpose. 

Upon  the  report  of  the  committee,  the  principle  was 
adopted,  that  an  appeal  should  be  considered  as  not  tjring 
up  the  party  who  has  succeeded  below  from  proceeding, 
but  that  it  should  be  left  to  the  appealing  party,  if  he 
Bt  should  desire  to  restrain  proceedings,  to  apply  for  that 
purpose.  And  this  seems  to  be  the  settled  practice  at 
the  present  day.  It  seems  also  to  be  required  (though 
that  was  not  contemplated  at  the  time  the  rule  was  re- 
solved upon)  that  the  application  should  be  made  in  the 
first  instance  to  the  court  below. 

We  must  suf^ose  then,  here,  that  if  Simpsan  had  ap- 
pealed at  once  from  the  order  overruling  bis  plea,  he 
would  not  have  been  compelled  to  answer  while  the  ap- 
peal was  pending ;  and  by  voluntarily  answering,  and 
stating  in  his  answer  the  same  matter  which  he  bad  made 
the  ground  of  his  plea,  he  submitted,  I  think,  to  the  order 
overruling  his  plea,  and  waived  his  right  of  appeal  from 
it.  (a)  If  I  am  in  error  in  this  point,  on  which  I  am  not 
so  competent  to  judge  as  his  Honour  the  Vioe-Ohancellor, 
the  error  would  not  be  material  so  far  as  the  plea  is  con- 
cerned ;  for  it  is  equally  my  opinion  that  the  plea  was 
properly  disposed  of,  and  that  the  appeal  against  the 

(o)  Wood  T.  Milner,  1  Jac.  &  W.  686 ;  The  King  of  Spftin  y. 
Mftcbftdo,  4  RoBseU,  660. 
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order  should  on  that  groimd  also  be  dismissed.  The  1846. 
Vice-Chancellor,  no  doubt,  was  aware  of  the  doctrine 
constantly  maintained  in  the  common  law  courts  in  this 
country,  that  an  equity  of  redemption  is  not  such  an 
interest  as  can  be  sold  under  a  writ  of  fieri  facias;  not 
being  the  subject  of  execution  upon  legal  process.  And 
if  he  had  decided  otherwise  than  he  did,  it  would  have 
been  such  a  departure  from  the  maxim  that  ^^equity  fol- 
lows  the  law,"  as  might  have  led  to  inconvenient  conse- 
quences, and  indeed  to  great  confusion.  I  take  it  to 
have  been  determined  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
and  well  understood  from  an  early  period  that  the  mort- 
gagor of  an  estate,  especially  after  the  conveyance  has 
become  absolute  in  law  by  his  failure  in  performing  the 
condition,  has  no  interest  that  can  be  taken  and  sold  in 
execution  under  a  fi.  fa.y  either  at  the  suit  of  the  mort- 
gagee or  of  any  other  person. 

That  certainly  was  taken  to  be  a  point  established 
before  I  came  to  the  bench,  which  is  seventeen  years 
ago,  and  I  believe  I  might  even  say,  before  I  came  to 
the  bar. 

It  was  determined  at  a  time  when  the  decisions  of  the 
court  were  not  reported,  and  the  grounds  therefore  upon 
which  the  judges  of  that  day  came  to  the  conclusion  do 
not  appear.  Whenever  the  point  has  come  up  of  late 
years,  the  law  has  been  assumed  to  be  as  I  have  stated, 
and  there  has  been  little  or  no  argument  upon  it. 

I  think  it  very  probable  that  the  question  has  never 
before  been  so  elaborately  discussed  in  this  country,  as 
it  has  been  before  us  on  the  present  occasion,  though  I 
do  not  suppose  that  any  of  those  considerations  which 
must  have  been  decisive  of  the  question  had  escaped 
attention  hitherto.  They  must  inevitably,  I  think,  have 
presented  themselves. 

We  may  take  it  for  granted  that  the  foundation  of  the 
6  VOL.  L 
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1846.  49<^iou  bas  becm  the  prinoiple  90  broi^dly  laid  down  by 
the  Court  of  Common  Plena  in  Bogland,  in  Pr^Um  ▼. 
Chri9tana9^  (a)  ^^  th^  aa  equity  of  redemption  is  noUiixig 
at  all  iu  the  eye  of  the  kw ;"  though  certainly  in  bobm 
previous  cases  it  had  been  considered  so  far  at  least  of 
yaluoy  that  the  release  of  suoh  an  equity  had  been  held 
to  be  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  an  assump- 
sit (&)  This  is.  not  inconsistent^  however,  with  the 
doctrine  stated  in  Preston  v.  (^rUtmas.  Much  must  of 
course  depend  upon  the  purpose  for  which,  and  the  pro- 
ceeding in  which  a  court  of  law  may  be  called  upon  to 
recognise  its  value.  No  doubt  it  is  an  interest,  though 
not  a  legal  interest,  and  it  may  be  of  actual  value,  though 
it  may  have  no  legal  value.  It  is  no  argument  to  say 
that  an  equity  of  redemption  may  be  devised,  for  an 
equitable  interest  is  as  much  devisable  as  a  legal  interest ; 
and  we  could  not  maintain  that  yrhatever  interest  might 
pass  by  a  devise  could  be  seized  under  a  common  law 

Jndgamt  execution,  for  that  would  be  holding  what  no  one  would 
think  of  contending  for,  namely,  that  an  estate  which 
a  debtor  has  merely  contracted  for,  may  be  sold  as  his 
under  a  Ji.  fa,y  for  unquestionably  he  has  an  equitable 
freehold  which  might  be  devised.  The  plea  states  that 
upon  the  judgment  against  Thomas  Smythj  a  writ  of 
fieri  facias  issued  against  his  ^'  lands  and  tenements,"- 
under  wbidi  all  his  interest  in  these  mortgaged  Iwds 
was  sold.  If  at  the  time  these  lands  were  the  lands  or 
tenements  of  Thmnas  Smyth,  then  the  writ  would  attach 
upon  them ;  or  rather  perhaps  I  should  say,  if  he  bad  a 
legal  estate  in  them  higher  than  a  mere  chattel  interest, 
such  legal  estate  could  have  been  sold  under  the  writ. 
But  it  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  his  interest  was  a 
purely  equitable  one ;  for  if  he  had  an  interest  of  any 
hind  remaining  in  him  after  the  mortgage  and  after  his 
drf«ult,  it  was  nothing  more  than  a  right  to  pursue  a 
remedy  in  a  court  of  equity  at  some  future  day,  if  such 
a  court  should  ever  be  established  in  this  country,  there 

Ca)  2  Wil9on,  86. 

(6)  WeUa  ▼.  WeUs,  1  Ler.  273 ;  Thorpe  t.  Thorpe,  2  Ld.  E^y.  068. 
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b*eing  no  saeh  court  in  fact  at  the  time,  and  no  certainty    1846. 
Hiat  tii6re  ever  would  be. 

Aantmiiig  that  ure  are  now  at  liberty  to  go  into  thia 
as  mi  open  qoeation,  it  has  been  contended  that  tbe  caaea 
otLfgter  V.  BoUandj  (a)  and  of  SecU  y.  SchoUg  et  oL^ 
do  not  in  the  natore  of  things  spply»  first,  because  tbey 
Weire  mcnrtgages  made  of  terms  for  years  only,  and  not 
of  a  freehold  estate,  and  therefore  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion in  those  cases  oould  not  be  extended  as  trust  states 
under  the  lOth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  becltuse 
die  trust  estates  n^ch  are  by  that  statute  made  extend- 
ible, are  intended  to  be  trust  estates  of  freehold  only, 
and  not  leasehold  trust  interests ;  and  secondly,  because 
ihe  question  in  these  cases  in  England  came  up  on  the 
effect  of  an  execution  by  elegit ;  now  it  is  qidte  obvious 
that  an  equi^  of  redemption  ooidd  never  be  extended 
upon  an  eUffit ;  for  the  effect  of  that  would  be  to  to  tdce 
tibe  estate  out  of  lihe  actual  possession  of  the  mortgagee, 
which  would  destroy  the  effiset  of  his  security,  and  would 
be  quite-  inconsistent  with  the  object  of  the  mortgage 
and  the  intention  of  die  parties.  Ko  doubt  that  is  so ; 
and  that  it  may  therefore  be  said  with  truth,  that  some 
pf  the  grounds  on  which  it  has  been  held  in  England, 
that  an  equitf  of  redemption  in  a  term  for  years  cannot 
be  extended  as  a  trust  estate  under  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  do  not  apply  to  the  question  whether  an  equity 
of  redemption  in  a  freehold  estate  in  Upper  Canada  can 
be  sold  there  (not  extended)  under  the  effect  of  the  Bri- 
tish Statute,  5  Geo.  11.,  ch.  7,  which  allows  real  estate 
in  the  colonies  to  be  sold  in  like  manner  as  goods  and 
chattels  for  the  payment  of  debts.  But  it  is  neverthe- 
less quite  impossible,  I  think,  laying  sudi  grounds  on 
one  side,  that  a  court  of  common  law  in  this  province 
could  have  held  connstenily  with  those  decisions  and 
widi  the  princ^les  upheld  by  them,  and  particularly  by 
Lord  JSUenbofimgh^e  judgment  in  SeoU  v.  SohoUgy  that 

(«)  2  Br.  0.  C.  498 ;  S.  C.  1  Vm.  Jr.  4S1.; 
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1846.  an  equity  of  redemption  in  a  freehold  estate  could  be 
sold  in  this  country  under  a  fi.  feu  The  Statute  of 
Frauds  in  England,  which  allows  trust  estates  to  be 
extended  in  execution,  has  been  taken  to  be  confined  to 
cases  of  naked  trusts,  where  the  whole  beneficial  inter- 
est in  the  estate  is  in  the  cet^t  ijw  trust;  that  is,  to  the 
simple  case  of  an  estate  held  by  A.  B.  in  trust  for  0.  D.; 
and  an  equity  of  redemption,  which  is  no  trust  created 
by  contract  of  parties,  but  a  mere  right  to  pursue  a 
remedy  extended  by  the  indulgence  of  a  court  of 
equity,  is  held  not  to  be  a  trust  estate  that  can  be  at 
all  within  the  contemplation  of  that  statute,  and  so  not 
an  estate  that  can  be  seized  aud  extended  under  the  10th 
clause.  The  only  statutory  provision  then  in  the  law  of 
England  in  force  here,  which  has  in  terms  subjected 
equitable  interests  to  common  law  process  of  execution, 
does  dearly  not  apply  to  the  case,  and  this  is  admitted ; 
and  there  is  therefore  not  only  the  argument  that  an 
authority  to  extend  such  an  estate  under  that  statute  by 
ebjrft,  would  not  be  an  authority  at  any  rate  to  sell  it 
under  9k  fieri  facias;  but  there  is  the  further  argument, 
that  the  only  enactment  by  which  the  law  of  England 
has  subjected  trust  estates  in  England  to  common  law 
executions  of  any  kind  at  the  suit  of  a  subject,  has 
never  been  admitted  to  apply  to  an  equity  of  redemp* 
tion.  And  indeed  the  reasons  why  an  equity  of 
redemption  should  not  be  liable  to  be  sold  under  a^./a. 
seem  so  strong  as  to  be  almost  irresistible. 

They  are  clearly  brought  under  view  in  the  argument 
of  the  case  of  SeoU  v.  SehoUt/j  and  are  strongly  put  by 
the  court  as  grounds  of  their  decision.  It  is  true,  indeed, 
that  it  has  been  decided  in  England,  and  we  have  fol- 
lowed the  decision  here,  that  the  estate  of  the  mortgagee 
cannot  be  sold  upon  a  fi.  fa.^  because  in  reality  the 
extent  of  his  interest  is  only  to  hold  the  estate  till  he  is 
satisfied  the  debt,  which  in  general  is  secured  by  a  bond 
taken  at  the  same  time :  and  the  effect  of  selling,  as  his, 
the  only  substantial  interest  which  he  really  does  hold, 
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would  be  to  separate  the  seonritieB,  and  place  the  estate    1846, 
in  the  hands  of  one  person^  while  the  debt  would  remain 
in  another. 

It  does  seem  a  singular  state  of  the  laWy  under  which 
an  estate  can  exist,  not  subject  to  execution,  as  being 
no  legal  property  of  any  one ;  not  liable  under  an  exe- 
cution against  the  mortgagor,  because  it  is  held  not  to 
be  his  property  in  the  eye  of  the  law ;  not  under  an  exe- 
cution against  the  mortgagee,  because  he  is  not  really 
and  in  substance  the  owner,  but  only  in  form,  as  a 
means  of  compelling  payment  of  a  debt  secured  upon 
it,  which  is  his  only  yaluable  interest  in  the  land.  But 
this  only  shews  the  more  clearly,  that  it  is  in  equity 
alone  that  the  remedy  can  be  properly  and  conveniently 
sought,  with  safety  to  the  claims  and  interests  of  all 
parties.  A  purchaser  of  an  equity  of  redemption  under 
9kfi.fa.  attended  as  the  right  is  with  equities  of  a  pecu- 
liar kind,  arising  from  circumstances  which  neither  he  jwigmmt 
nor  the  sheriff  can  know,  and  over  which  the  court  of 
law  issuing  the  process  can  have  no  control,  would  be  in 
a  most  unsatisfactory  position ;  and  it  would  be  highly 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  mortgagor,  that  his  equitable 
estate  should  be  forced  from  him  under  a  legal  process, 
at  the  price  that  a  stranger  might  think  it  prudent  to 
give  for  it  under  such  disadvantage.  The  judgment 
creditor  has  his  proper  remedy  in  equity,  for  he  is 
admitted  there  to  be  in  a  position  to  redeem,  by  paying 
off  the  incumbrance. 

Of  course,  it  was  never  reasonably  to  be  assumed, 
without  argument,  that  the  statute  5  Geo.  11.,  ch.  7, 
which  I  have  already  referred  to,  did  place  us  in  so  * 
different  a  position  in  regard  to  this  question,  that  it 
ought  to  lead  to  a  contrary  decision,  respecting  the  right 
to  sell  the  equitable  estate  under  an  execution. 

I  have  a  distinct  recollection  of  hearing  it  more  than 
once  relied  upon  for  that  purpose ;  but  this  court  has 
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1^.  n<9V^r  held. that  there  waa  any  thing  in  that  act,  that 
cf6idd  warrant  them  iii  <$onfoondin^  legal  and  eqdtable 
remedies,  by  holding  that  under  a  fi.  fa.  against  the 
lands  and  tenements  of  a  party,  land  coold  be  sold  as 
his,  of  which  the  legal  estate  was  in  another.  Whether 
we  regard  an  eqnity  of  redemption  as  ^^  Zonefo,  herediia- 
mentis**  or  "  real  estate,"  which  words  are  used  in  the 
act,  it  must  by  the  terms  of  the  act,  "  belong  to  the  per- 
son itidehtedj'*  before  it  can  be  made  liable  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts.  In  the  view  of  a  court  of  law, 
an  equity  of  redemption  is  nothing  "  belonging  to**  the 
clebto^  which  it  can  recognise  or  is  Authorised  to  deal 
with,  for  the  law  looks  only  to  the  legal  estate.  In  the 
view  of  equity  it  is  an  interest,  and  one  to  which  it  can 
give  eBbct,  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  suit  the  just 
claims  of  all ;  and  therefore  when  the  same  act,  after 
malting  real  estates  liable  for  the  payment  of  debts,  pro- 
vides that  they  shall  be  "  subject  to  the  like  remedies, 
jndgttttiit  proceedings  and  process  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity 
for  seising,  extending,  selling,  or  disposing  of  them,  as 
personal  estates  are  subject  to,  in  the  same  colonies,  for 
payment  of  debts ;''  the  legislature  seems  to  have  pre- 
served the  subject  from  confusion  by  sending  parties 
either  to  law,  or  equity,  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
interest  to  be  made  liable. 

And  with  reference  to  another  part  of  the  same  clause 
an  equity  of  redemption  doubtless,  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land descends  to  the  heir,  and  is  liable  in  his  hands  to 
the  satisfaction  of  specialty  debts ;  but  nevertheless  it 
it  was  never  liable  to  legal  process  of  execution — ^it 
could  be  reached  only  in  equity. 

If  the  question  were  now  before  us  as  an  undecided 
point,  there  were  arguments  not  ingeniously  merely,  but 
very  forcibly  put,  upon  the  construction  of  this  statute, 
and  upon  the  remedy  given  by  25  Geo.  III.,  ch.  85,  for 
the  sale,  not  only  of  lands,  &c.,  but  ^^of  the  right  and 
intereet  in  lande'*  belonging  to  debtors  to  the  Crown,  and 


Qpm  (be  i»le  of  ^wtifi  q{  r«dem|^on  ^w  ^l^ 
itatatSi  idUch  woold  i^U  reqwe  to  be  oonsid^red  ap4 
enrefimj  stated,  and  disposed  of.  Z  do  not  ^nter  i^oii 
these  iiowy  because  I  bold  tbat  upon  a  questiou  of  ibift 
kind,  ve  are  bound  by  tbe  state  of  the  law  as  we  fii^d  it 
settled  by  former  decisions;  and  for  the  additional 
reasons,  that  as  regards  the  plea  itself,  I  think  any 
appeal  is  waived ;  and  indeed  in  the  view  which  I  take 
of  the  ease  upon  the  merits,  the  e&ot  wonld  be  the  6aine» 
whether  I  thought  the  eqnity  of  redemption  was  in  this 
ease  bound  by  the  sale  on  the  fi.  fa.,  or  not. 

I  will  only  add,  therefore,  that  it  is  my  present  impres- 
sion, after  hearing  an  argoment  which  has  thrown  mneh 
new  light  upon  the  question,  and  which  probably  indeed 
has  placed  it  in  every  light  in  which  it  is  capable  of 
being  placed,  that  the  courts  q£  law  in  this  country, 
when  that  question  was  first  presented  to  them,  could 
not,  in  the  face  of  those  principles  of  English  law,  and 
decisions  of  English  courts,  wbd(^  were  unqveetionably 
binding  upon  them,  have  held  otherwise  than  they  did, 
unless  that  5  Geo.  II.,  ch.  7,  had  the  efect  of  placing 
the  subject  upon  such  totally  different  ground,  as  to  sub- 
ject such  an  equitable  interest  in  the  colonies  to  legal 
process  in  opposition  to  the  principles  establiabed  in 
England.  I  am  not  yet  convinced  that  our  courts  could 
properly  have  ascribed  such  an  effect  to  that  atatnte, 
and  at  all  events  they  have  not  done  so,  bnt  have  on  the 
contrary  always  held  the  sale  of  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion under  a^.  fa.  as  a  wholly  insignificant  act,  refusing 
to  recognise  it  as  having  any  binding  effect  upon  'the 
title.  The  question,  though  it  has  come  up  h^re  in  an 
equitable  suit,  is  a  strictly  legal  question,  looking  at 
the  purpose  for  which  it  is  entertained.  If  twenty  or 
thirty  years  ago,  and  after  the  first  deoisipn  had  been 
made,  the  judges  of  this  court  had  upon  more  mature 
deliberation  changed  their  opinion,  they  were  no  doubt 
at  liberty  to  overrule  their  first  impression ;  but  I  con- 
sider it  to  have  become  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  courts 
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1846.  of  oommon  law,  oonsistently  mainiained  in  ihis  coontry 
for  a  great  number  of  years,  that  sneh  a  sale  as  was 
made  in  this  case  transfers  nothing.  We  cannot  tell 
how  many  cases  may  have  occurred,  in  which  mortgagors, 
whose  interests  have  been  attempted  to  be  bound  by  such 
sales  under  execution,  may  have  afterwards  sold  their 
interest  to  purchasers  for  value — ^both  parties  relying 
upon  the  known  doctrines  often  recognised  and  stated  by 
the  court.  In  questions  of  this  kind,  relating  to  rights 
of  property,  and  especially  real  property,  it  is  always 
held  to  be  incumbent  on  the  courts  to  adhere  to  adjudged 
cases.  If  these  seem  to  lead  to  inconyenient  or  even 
absurd  consequences,  as  they  have  been  sometimes 
admitted  to  do,  still  it  is  considered  right,  for  the  sake 
of  certainty,  to  abide  by  the  generally  known  and 
understood  rule,  leaving  it  to  the  legislature,  if  they 
shall  think  fit,  to  alter  it,  rather  than  to  shake  confidence 
in  the  state  of  the  law,  and  produce  uncertainty  in  the 
t.  dealing  with  and  advising  upon  titles,  by  departing  at 
pleasure  from  established  decisions,  and  giving  effect 
from  time  to  time  to  the  varying  opinions  of  different 
judges  upon  the  same  points. 

It  would  certainly  seem  strange  here  if,  when  the 
Vice-chancellor  has  decided  in  accordance  with  the  con- 
stant course  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  in  refusing  to  give 
effect  to  a  sale  of  an  equity  of  redemption  under  a^./a. 
his  decision  should  be  reversed  by  the  judges  of  the  same 
common  law  court  sitting  in  appeal  from  his  judgment. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  the  appeal  from  the  order  over- 
ruling the  plea  should  be  dismissed  with  costs,  upon  the 
double  ground  that  the  right  of  appeal  as  to  the  plea 
was  waived,  and  that  at  any  rate  the  plea  was  rightly 
overruled,  considering  the  manner  in  which  attempts  to 
sell  equities  of  redemption,  by  common  law  process,  have 
been  hitherto  treated  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in 
this  country. 

If  it  be  thought  desirable  that  recourse  should  be  had 
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by  a  creditor  aguiut  this  partienlar  desoription  of  inter-  1846. 
est,  otherwise  than  through  a  court  of  equity,  it  must  be 
left  to  the  legislature,  I  think,  to  change  what  I  regard 
as  being  now  the  law  of  Upper  Canada  on  this  point; 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  matter  would  require  to  be 
▼ery  well  considered  before  any  such  change  is  yentured 
upon. 

The  order  overruling  the  demurrer  put  in  by  WUHam 
Simpson^  is  the  next  matter  appealed  from ;  and,  in 
respect  to  this  order  also,  I  think  the  right  of  appeal 
was  waived  by  the  defendant  afterwards  putting  in  an 
answer :  it  seems  to  rest  upon  the  same  point  of  practice 
in  that  respect  as  the  plea.  The  cases  of  Wood  v. 
MUneTy  and  of  the  King  of  Spain  v.  Maehadoy  are 
in  point.  In  the  former,  the  court,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent the  party  from  being  concluded  by  answering 
entertained  an  application  from  him  to  extend  the  time 
for  answering ;  and  they  made  it  a  condition  for  his 
protection,  that  he  should  not  be  prejudiced  by  making 
the  application,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  waiver  of 
his  appeal  against  the  demurrer. 

If  this  defendant  had  been  in  a  situation  to  insist  on 
his  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  my  doubt  would  have 
been  whether  the  mere  circumstance  that  relief  is 
prayed  for  in  one  shape  in  the  bill,  by  which  the  absent 
parties  cannot  be  affected  in  interest,  would  be  an  answer 
to  the  objection.  It  is  averred  in  the  amended  bill,  that 
all  the  purchasers  under  Simpson  and  Ward  respect- 
ively had  notice  of  the  state  of  the  title.  They  are  not 
so  numerous  (so  far  as  the  facts  appear  in  the  first 
answer  to  the  amended  bill)  as  to  bring  the  case  within 
the  reason  of  any  decision,  where  inconvenience  alone 
may  have  been  received  as  a  ground  for  not  bringing 
into  court  all  who  have  so  direct  and  clear  an  interest. 
Nor  could  the  necessity  here  be  held  to  be  dispensed 
with,  upon  the  principle  that  those  who  are  made  defen- 
dants can  be  looked  upon  as  representing  others  who 
7  VOL.  I. 
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1646.  axe  ftb^ent,  eifthmr  by  himg  appointed  to  repress  them, 
or  from  the  nalnre  of  the  relative  sitttfttion  of  the  par- 
ties.  Nor  does  the  bill  contain  dsxy  ataftement  of 
reaaons  or  impediments,  on  aooount  of  whidi  the 
reapondeotB  hare  not  conformed  to  tbe  general  counie 
of  the  coort. 

Under  such  circumstances,  it  seems  to  be  conceded, 
that  no  decree  could  properly  be  made,  which  would  be 
consistent  with  the  relief  prayed  for  in  the  three  first 
alternatives  of  the  prayer  in  the  bill ;  but  it  is  cop- 
tended  that  the  fourth  alternative  involves  nothing  by 
which  any  of  the  purchasers  not  made  defendants  in  the 
bill  could  be  affected,  if  indeed  the  same  could  not  be 
said  of  the  relief  prayed  in  the  third  alternative. 

We  could  only  of  course  determine  the  question  by 
what  appears  on  Simpson* 9  first  ansifrer,  and  the  amended 
.  bill,  not  noticing  the  evidence  or  the  decree  which  has 
in  fact  been  made ;  because  these  are  subsequent  to  the 
demurrer.  And  if  it  could  be  said  with  absolute  cer- 
tainty that  a  decree  made  in  strict  aocordanoe  with  the 
fourth  alternative,  could  not  affect  any  but  the  appel- 
lants; and  moreover,  that  sustaining  the  bill  in  that 
shape,  wonld  not  tend  to  unnecessary  litigation,  by  occa- 
sioning a  multiplicity  of  suits,  when  one  could  have  been 
made  to  answer ;  then  it  would  seem  reasonable  that  the 
party  mi^t  be  allowed  to  proceed  against  these  appel- 
lants idoue.  3«it  there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  by  which 
the  respondents  do  in  terms  preclude  theipselves  from 
seeking  redemption  hereafter,  in  respect  to  the  holders 
of  other  portions  of  the  mortgaged  estate.  They  do 
indeed  propose  to  take  the  purchase  money  received 
u|K>n  sales  of  such  parts  as  Simpson  and  Ward  ^'  do 
not  continue  interested  in;'*  and  they  only  ask  to 
redeem  such  portions  of  the  mortgaged  premises  as 
Simpson  and  Ward  ^^atUl  continue  interested  in;*' 
that  is,  they  only  now  pray  to  be  allowed  to  redeem 
9B  to  woh  portions.     All  that  can  be  said  of  this 
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iBj  tluit  bnving  asked  tor  the  purehase  money,  if  lliey  1646. 
AojM  h^  decreed  it,  they  can  nerer  afterwards  be 
allowed  to  redeem  the  land ;  krt  what  has  been  in  faict 
done  upon  ^eir  prayer  wonid  have  to  be  sheWtt  h^eftfter 
if  ehey  shorid,  as  they  might,  attempt  toi^edeefltnagdnst 
tb^0e  eriher  purchasers. 

They  do  not  expressly  r^Iinqnistt  their  right,  nor  con- 
sent to  forego  it  in  direct  terms.  And  besides,  the 
respondents  by  their  biB  desire  relief  in  any  of  the  fotir 
wi^ys  suggested ;  not  agreeing  to  take  one  and  waive  the 
others,  bnt  reserving  the  right  of  course  to  contend  at 
the  hearing  for  one  mode  of/ relief  as  well  as  for  the 
other ;  and  they  would  go  down  to  the  hearing,  as  we 
must  suppose,  meaning  to  press  most  earnestly  for  that 
whidi  would  give  them  the  fullest  measure  of  relief;  for 
the  first  alternative  if  that  can  be  got,  if  not,  for  the 
second,  and  so  on.  It  is  not  the  case  of  a  pliuntiff,  on 
the  hearing  of  the  cause,  proposing  to  take  a  decree 
,whieh  shall  save  the  interest  of  all  absent  parties.  The 
question  upon  the  demurrer  is,  whether  a  plaintiff  can  be 
allowed  to  go  down  to  the  hearing,  and  to  take  evidence 
before  the  hearing,  upon  a  bill  which  certainly  does  pray 
redemption  against  a  number  of  parties  who  are  not 
made  defendants  in  the  cause.  Have  they  not  an 
interest  in  being  heard,  for  fear  the  court  may,  tlkough 
they  need  not,  make  a  decree  which  may  afi^t  their 
interest  ?  And  though  such  decree  might  not  in  fact  be 
suffered  to  affect  them,  on  account  of  their  not  being 
made  parties,  yet  the  course  of  tlie  court  requires  that 
they  shall  have  before  them  all  whose  presence  may  be 
necessary  for  enabling  the  court  to  deal  finally,  effectu- 
ally, and  justly,  with  all  the  interests  involved.  The 
plaintiffs,  as  it  seems  to  me,  though  I  express  the  opinion 
with  very  little  confidence,  firom  not  being  conversant 
in  equity  proceedings,  coidd  hardly  be  allowed  to  say  in 
answer  to  the  demurrer,  "  We  will  at  the  hearing  take 
a  decree  in  such  a  shape  as  that  the  absent  parties  can 
haive  no  ooneem  in  it."    The  court,  I  think,  must  say  to 
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1646.  them,  ^^  You  should  have  framed  yonr  bill  and  brought 
^1^  your  suit  in  snoh  a  manner  that  the  court  might  deal 
soTtb.  ^^^  ^^  ^  justice  and  their  rules  require.  Whereas  here, 
relinquishing  nothing,  you  hav«  asked  for  several  things 
which  we  cannot  grant  you  in  the  absence  of  parties 
who  are  by  your  own  shewing  interested  in  opposing 
your  claim,  (a)  And  you  do  not  limit  your  prayer  so 
that  we  can  say,  we  should  be  stopping  short,  with  your 
assent,  of  granting  all  that  yon  are  claiming."  The 
decisions  in  England  seem  to  support  this  view.  And 
besides,  I  do  not  see  that  we  could  hold  that  the  relief, 
in  the  narrowest  shape  in  which  it  has  been  prayed,  is 
certainly  not  open  to  the  objection  of  want  of  parties. 
The  respondents  pray  to  redeem  all  the  portions  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  which  WardsnA  Simpson  ^^  continue 
intereitedin/*  They  ^^eontinue  interested  *'iaBxich  parts 
as  they  have  sold  but  not  conveyed,  on  account  of  the 
purchase  money  being  unpaid,  and  in  such  portions  as 
they  have  leased.  The  schedule  which  forms  part  of  the 
bill  shews  that  they  have  leased  several  lots  to  persons^ 
who  are  named,  and  have  sold  lots  to  others,  which  are 
not  yet  conveyed.  I  do  not  assume  that  it  was  neces- 
sary the  lessees  should  have  been  made  parties,  but 
the  purchasers  of  lots  not  conveyed  have  prima  facie 
an  equitable  freehold;  and  I  am  not  sure  that  we 
should  be  safe  in  assuming  that  they  must  not  be 
made  parties  to  a  bill  which  seeks  to  redeem  their 
portions. 

It  has  been  urged  that  if  on  these,  or  any  other 
grounds,  the  bill  is  defective  for  want  of  parties,  such  an 
objection  amounts  in  effect  to  a  denial  of  jurisdiction 
over  the  case  in  its  present  shape,  and  is  an  objection 
too  substantial  to  be  waived  by  any  step  which  may  be 
taken  by  those  who  are  in  fact  made  defendants ;  for 
that  it  might  be  made  by  any  one,  even  as  amicus  curice. 
I  have  no  doubt  that  either  the  court  upon  the  hearing, 
or  this  court  upon  appeal,  might  order  the  cause  to  stand 

(a)  Blohardion  t.  HMtings,  7  BMTaa,  806,  and  Lidbetltr  t.  Losg. 
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over  till  the  defect  should  be  supplied.  But  as  b  demur-  1846. 
rer  would  not  be  allowed  to  be  filed  by  an  amieu9  eurim 
having  no  connexion  with  the  canse,  (a)  so  I  take  it 
that  the  objectiony  so  far  as  it  dep^ds  upon  the 
demurrer  merely,  is  at  an  end,  when  the  demurrer  being 
overruled,  the  defendant,  instead  of  appealing  against 
the  order,  |submitB  to  it,  and  puts  in  his  answer.  I 
think  the  appeal  as  to  that  order  must,  on  that  ground, 
be  dismissed  with  costs,  (h) 

The  substantial  question  in  this  case  upon  the  merits, 
and  that  to  which  the  counsel  on  both  sides  chiefly 
applied  themselves  is,  whether  upon  the  facts  proved 
the  respondents  ought  to  be  allowed  to  redeem  as  to  any 
part  of  the  premises,  or  whether  they  can  and  ought  to 
be  refused  the  privilege  of  redemption,  which  they  can 
claim  09  a  right.  The  case,  in  that  view  of  it,  has  been 
argued  with  remarkable  ability,  and  such  a  degree  of 
talent  and  industry  has  been  shewn  on  both  sides  as 
does  great  credit  to  th^  gentlemen  employed.  The  ques- 
tion is  one  highly  interesting  in  its  nature,  more  especi- 
ally from  the  application  which  the  decision  may  have 
in  other  cases  which  are  known,  and  probably  in  very 
many  that  have  not  yet  engaged  attention.  The  value, 
too,  of  the  interests  involved  in  the  case .  itself  is  very 
large ;  certainly  not  less  than  many  thousand  pounds, 
taking  the  desired  redemption  in  the  most  limited  extent 
that  has  been  suggested. 

We  must  look  upon  the  case,  I  think,  as  turning  upon 
that  provision  in  our  own  statute  book,  which  has  been 

(a)  Windsor  ▼.  Windior,  1  Dickens,  707 ;  Holdsworth  ▼.  Holdswortli, 
ib.799. 

(6)  As  regards  the  costs  of  the  appeal  from  the  order  OTerruliog  the 
demnrrer,  it  was  snggested  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  when  the 
jadgment  of  the  coart  was  giTen,  that  the  respondents  onght  to  hsTe 
petitioned  against  the  appeal,  and  not  consented  to  go  to  argument 
upon  it,  and  that  not  having  insisted  upon  the  waiver,  th^  have  no 
claim  to  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  which  they  have  without  necessi^ 
suffered  to  be  incurred.  This  court  having  so  decided  under  the  like 
circumstances  in  the  case  of  Smith  &  Oroolu  t.  Rhodes,  the  court  fol* 
lowed  that  decision  here,  and  the  appeal  was  in  fact  dismissed  without 
costs. 
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1M0.  made  tbe  main  groand  of  the  argtunent  ob  the  part  of 
ibe  defendants,  I  mean  the  11th  efamse  of  the  7th  Wm. 
IV.y  oh.  2;  for  independently  of  that  provision,  it  did 
ftot  eeem  to  he  pnt  with  mnek  oonfidenee,  that  the  right 
to  redeem  ooald  be  denied ;  or  rather,  I  should  saj,  it 
^  net  seem  to  be  very  eamestiy  oofrtended,  that  fakiBg 
$neh  a  case  to  hare  arisen  in  Enghnd,  there  is  any 
thing  in  the  mere  oondnet  of  the  parties,  that  npon  the 
groond  of  acquiescence  or  otherwise,  cotdd  have  been 
held  to  have  extingoished  the  equity  of  redemption,  how- 
eyet  strongly  it  might  have  operated  in  regard  to  com- 
pensation. 

There  are  some  points  in  the  evidence,  however,  bear- 
ing upon  that  view  of  the  snbject,  which  I  think  would 
be  felt  to  call  for  attentive  consideration,  and  for  a  much 
more  careful  examination  of  adjudged  cases  than  it  has 
been  in  my  power  to  make  since  the  argument,  if  the  case 
were  to  be  taken  up  on  that  ground  alone.  Nothing  was 
cited  on  the  argument  that  appeared  to  me  to  go  the 
length  of  justifying  the  withholding  the  redemption  on 
such  grounds  as  are  here  shewn,  if  all  that  has  taken 
place  here  had  taken  place  in  England,  where  it  would 
have  been  open  to  the  parties,  during  the  whole  period, 
to  take  such  equitable  proceedings  as  their  view  of  their 
own  interest  might  have  prompted  them  to.  To  deter- 
mine what  it  is  just  to  do,  considering  the  state  of  things 
whioh  has  existed  in  Upper  Canada  at  and  from  the  time 
when  this  mortgage  was  made,  and  considering  also  the 
provision  which  the  legislature  has  thought  it  reasonable 
to  make  on  account  of  that  state  of  things,  is  the  question 
to  whioh  I  shall  think  it  more  proper  to  confine  myself. 
His  honour  the  Vice-chancellor  has  intimated  that 
having  been  given  plainly  to  understand,  whUe  the  case 
was  before  him,  that  an  appeal  would  follow  whatever 
course  hemight  take  in  disposing  of  the  case  on  the  merits, 
he  did  not  give  the  same  anxious  consideration  to  it,  as 
he  must  otherwise  have  done,  on  account  of  the  great 
interests  involved.    We  might  probably  look  upon  it  as 
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Mimmi  ^qvilfy  C0rtoia>  thftt  our  j«dgiiimt  «poii  apimi  littw 
will  not  be  ^eqiuMoed  in  by  tli9  losing  piurty >  iriiidi  over  it 
oiay  be.  And,  indeed^  thovgh  we  would  imwiUiiigly  see 
a  eiiitor  in  any  hopeleee  c«9e  incur  tbe  vjary  formidiUe 
exfienee  which  anfortanately  Be^ms  inaepa^»ble  Irom  M 
afpeftl  to  tbe  Privy  Gowioil,  notwicbfltMding  the  late 
improFMneate  in  tha^  appellate  juriedietiony  yet  one  ombk- 
not  but  deaire  that  the  opinione  which  we  mey  £mn  upon 
the  qneetion  now  anbnittad  to  90  Amiii  be  renewed  by 
a  higher  oowrt,  for  the  sake  of  others  who  may  be  inter- 
eated  in  it,  as  well  as  of  the  parties  now  before  xm.  J£ 
this  ahonld  happen^  there  are  some  peooUaritiss  in  the 
proceedings  which  will  probably  be  looked  upon  in  Eng- 
land as  inconvenient  departnree  from  the  orctinwry  eonrse 
of  praetice  in  eqoity,  particularly  in  regard  to  the  taking 
and  publication  of  endeftce,  according  to  the  practice 
which  has  obtained  under  our  Ohancery  Act.  The 
appellants  complain  of  this  as  having  sul^ected  them  to 
great  disadvantage  in  regard  to  the  evidence  given  by  ^lOtpam^ 
CwMy  one  of  the  reepondents'  iritnesses;  who  being  (as 
it  is  alleged)  a  man  of  reckless  character  and  notorionaly 
intemperate  habits,  and  having,  as  appears  by  his  evi- 
dence, a  direct  interest  sufficient  at  leai^  to  oeoaaion  a 
strong  bias,  has  been  procured,  as  they  complain,  to  give 
answers  delibwately  framed  and  contrived  to  support  the 
respondents'  case  in  all  points,  and  to  repel  the  defence 
set  up  by  the  other  side,  after  the  Of^rtunities  whidi 
the  method  of  taking  evidence  under  our  statute  admits 
of,  of  knowing  all  that  had  been  proved  on  the  part  of 
the  defence.  Widi  regard  to  the  character  and  habits 
of  the  witness  nothing  was  proved,  and  therefore  no 
allowance  can  be  made  on  that  score ;  and  his  evidence 
must  be  estimated  by  our  means  of  judging  of  the  pro- 
bability of  its  truth,  upon  the  face  of  his  statements,  and 
by  a  comparison  with  the  testimony  of  the  other  witnesses, 
to  which  it  is  certainly  on  some  points  very  much 
opposed. 

His  honour  the  Yice-ChancellQr,  as  I  understand  from 
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1846.  him,  decreed  aooording  to  the  prevailing  impression  on 
his  mind,  that  the  Chancery  Act  gave  him  no  power, 
under  any  circumstances,  to  withhold  redemption  alto- 
gether,'when  it  would  not,  under  the  same  circumstances, 
be  ifithheld  in  England ;  but  merely  to  restrict  it  upon 
his  view  of  the  facts,  by  imposing  such  terms  as  he  should 
think  just.  He  accordingly  has  allowed  redemption; 
and,  under  his  view  of  all  the  facts  proved,  and  in  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  which  the  statute  gives  him,  he 
has  framed  such  a  decre  as  he  believed  would  meet  the 
justice  of  the  case.  This  decree  is  appealed  from,  and 
various  exceptions  have  been  taken  to  it,  which  regard 
only  its  particular  terms.  They  are  complained  of  as 
being,  several  of  them,  repugnant  and  inconsistent  as 
well  as  unreasonable,  and  not  calculated  to  meet  the 
justice  of  the  case,  admitting  that  a  decree  for  redemption 
was  inevitable.  But  the  defendants  do  not  merely  com- 
plain of  the  terms  of  the  decree;  they  appeal  against  it 
on  the  grounds,  first,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  the 
power,  under  the  act,  to  refuse  redemption  altogether ; 
and,  secondly,  that  the  circumstances  of  this  case  render 
it  proper  that  redemption  should  be  refused.  The  res- 
pondents contend  against  both  these  positions.  My 
judgment  is  with  the  appellants  on  both  points — without 
hesitation  as  regards  the  first,  and  after  weighing  as 
carefully  as  I  am  able,  all  the  evidence  which  must  be 
considered  in  determining  the  second. 

I  cannot  prevail  upon  myself  to  doubt  that  the  eleventh 
clause  of  our  Chancery  Act  gives  to  the  Court  of 
Chancery  a  power  over  the  right  of  redemption  in  all 
cases  coming  within  that  clause,  and  that  its  operation 
is  not  to  be  confined  to  the  mere  adjustment  of  compen- 
sation, or  other  conditions.  If  its  language  should 
seem  to  admit  of  doubt  in  this  respect,  (which  it 
does  not  appear  to  me  to  do,)  a  short  reference  to  cir- 
cumstances which  we  know,  and  must  recognise,  may 
help  to  explain  it.  The  civil  government  of  Upper 
Canada  was  organised  1792.     The  legislature  first  sat  in 
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that  year,  and  by  their  first  act  they  provided,  that  '^  in    1846 
all  matters  of  controversy  relative  to  property  and  civil  ^'^^ 
rights,  resort  shall  be  had  to  the  laws  of  England  as  the       ▼• 
nde  for  the  decision  of  the  same."    The  trial  by  jury  "*' 
was  next  established,  and  a  conrt  of  civil  and  criminal 
jurisdiction  created,  with  the  like  jurisdiction  as  the 
superior  common  law  courts  in  England.     Courts  of 
Request  were  organised  for  the  trial  of  small  causes,  on 
the  same  principle  as  the  courts  of  conscience  in  Eng- 
land ;  and  these  were  not  held  to  the  strict  rules  of  the 
common  law ;  but  with  this  exception,  if  it  can  be  called 
one,  there  was  absolutely  no  court  whatever  authorised 
to  proceed  otherwise  than  according  to  the  course  of  the 
common  law.    No  court  of  equity  was  created,  and  no 
provision  made  for  the  exercise  of  an  equitable  juris- 
diction, in  regard  to  any  one  matter  that  belongs  pecu- 
liarly to  equity,  nor  any  assurance  held  out  by  the 
legislature  while  they  were  introducing  the  English  law, 
in  the  year  1792,  nor  for  more  than  thirty  years  after-  j^ipa^t 
wards,  that  there  ever  would  be  a  court  in  Upper  Can- 
ada authorised  to  administer  what  is  in  England  called 
equity.    In  the  year  1884  (so  far  as  I  am  aware)  the  first 
allusion  was  made  in  our  statute-book  to  a  Mortgagor's 
right  to  redeem.    In  ch.  16  of  the  statutes  of  that  year, 
a  short  act  was  passed,  for  giving  to  a  certificate  of  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  money,  when  registered  in  the 
county  register,  all  the  effect  of  a  re-conveyance  of  the 
estate.    And  it  was  thought  prudent  to  add  a  proviso, 
^^  that  such  certificate,  if  given  after  the  expiration  of 
the  period  within  which  the  mortgagor  had  a  right  in 
equity  to  redeem^  shall  not  have  the  effect  of  defeating 
any  title  other  than  a  title  remaining  vested  in  themort-^ 
gagee,  or  his  heirs,  execvtore  and  adminietratore ;"  by 
which  the  legislature  seem  to  have  apprehended,  that 
otherwise  a  mortgagee,  after  acquiring  an  estate  which 
ought  to  be  held  absolute  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law, 
and  after  transferring  such  estate  to  some  other  party, 
might,  by  receiving  the  mortgage  money  and  giving  acer- 
tificate,  defeat  the  estate  of  the  purchaser.    In*the  same 
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1646.    year,  tbe  legidcitiure  p^sed  mi  a^t,  A  Wm.  IV.,  oh.  1^ 
^*^^  adoptwg^  with  som^  modificatioos,  many  of  tho  improvfB- 
^TT  meats  in  tho  law  of  real  property,  whiok  bad  lately  bacft 
made  iu  England,  upon  tbe  recommendaiion  of  commia- 
stonera,  and  in  this  act  there  is  mention  made  in  several 
clauses  of  eqaitable  interests  and  estates,  as  distinct 
from  legal  estates,  and  provisions  ure  made  in  respect  to 
eachy  correspondmg  with  those  which  had  been  intro- 
duced in  England.    Indeed,  in  1827  or  1828,  there  had 
been  discussions  in  the  le^lature  and  a  movement  made 
by  the  government  towards  creating  an  equitable  juris- 
(Action ;  but  nothing  was  completed,  and  the  design  was 
dropped,  till  it  was  taken  up  again  in  1837.    In  the 
Canadian  Beal  Property  Act,  just  referred  to,  (a)  the 
limitation  of  twenty  years  is  adopted  withr^ard  to  mxy 
suits  in  equity  for  the  recovery  of  land  or  rentp  as  well 
as  in  suits  at  law,  with  a  proviso,  such  as  the  English 
statute  -contains,  that  this  enactment  shall  not  interfere 
jvdfBient  ^^with  any  rule  or  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity,  in 
routing  TBUef^  on  the  ground  of  aequiua€nc%  or  Uhir^ 
fomj  to  any  person  whose  right  to  bring  n,  suit  may  noi 
be  barred  by  virtue  of  the  act."    The  claufie  in  the'  Eng- 
lish Act,  rcj^ecting  the  limitation  of  time  binding  apon 
the  mortgagor,  is  very  dosdy  followed ;  and  at  the  eiid 
of  the  4Srd  ohrase,  in  which  provision  is  made  limiting 
the  time  for  suing  at  law  or  in  equity  for  any  mortgi^e- 
money,  or  for  any  legaq^,  there  is  this  proviso,  which 
thoui^  put  of  place  as  regards  fasti  of  the  sulgect  mat- 
ter, is  not  the  less  binding :  '' provided  always,  thiat  in 
respect  to  persons  now  $ntHUd  to  m  e^poin  of  redamp- 
tiouj  or  to  any  legacy,  the  right  to  brii^  an  action,  or 
to  pursue  a  remedy  for  the  same,  shall  not  be  deepoied 
to  be  extinguished  or  harred  bj/  lapse  of  Um^^  untU  the 
ea^aiim  qf  fiw  yean  from  the  time  that  an  efuitaUe 
jwrMicUon  shall  be  eetablished  in  this  province,  and  in 
the  ezerdee  ^  its  powers;  provided  that  shall  happen 
within  ten  years£rom  the  passing  of  this  aot." 

(a)  S2ad  oUqm. 
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If  no  such  court  slionid  be  established  within  that  1846. 
period,  it  wonld  ieem  that  the  legislature  Were  willing 
ihdX  mere  lapse  of  time  should  bar  the  mortgagor, 
tbough  he  could  have  had  no  remedy  open  to  him  in 
equity,  in  any  case  where,  being  out  of  possession,  it  had 
become  necessary  for  him  to  sue  for  redemption. 

Thus,  then,  with  the  law  of  England  introduced  as  the 
rule  of  decision  in  1T92,  when  our  tribunals  began  to 
be  erected — ^with  no  equitable  jurisdiction  existing — 
with  no  aUnsion  in  any  law  of  the  province,  before  the 
year  1884,  to  any  such  thing  as  an  equity  of  re- 
demption— and  with  such  allusions,  in  and  after  that 
year,  to  that  equitable  interest,  and  to  mortgages, 
as  I  have  mentioned,  and  with  no  other — ^the  legis- 
lature, in  the  year  1887,  passed  the  Chancery  Act, ' 
7  Will.  IV.,  ch.  2,  which  for  the  first  time  gave  the 
means  of  enforcing  equitable  rights  in  Upper  Canada, 
for  any  purpose,  or  to  any  extent.  This  act,  in  its  j^^^ga^x. 
second  clause,  conferred  upon  the  court  to  be  created, 
and  in  which  a  vice-chancellor  is  to  preside,  (the  gov- 
ernor being  chancellor,)  the  same  power  and  authority 
as  are  possessed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Bngland, 
^*in  all  matters  relating  to  mortgagee;*'  and,  in  the 
same  general  terms,  they  gave  the  same  power  and  con- 
trol as  are  exercised  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
England,  over  every  subject,  as  I  believe,  which  the  sys- 
tem of  equity  embraces,  enumerating  expressly  cases  of 
fraud,  trusts,  dower,  specific  performance,  ftc.  But  in 
regard  to  mortgages,  and  to  that  head  of  relief  only, 
the  legislature  seems  not  to  have  felt  it  safe  to  commit 
the  jurisdiction  in  such  extensive  terms,  without  accom- 
panying H  irith  the  special  and  precise  provision  whidi 
has  given  rise  to  the  question  we  are  now  consider- 
ing, and  which  is  contained  in  the  following  (lltfx) 
clause: 

^<  And  whereas  the  law  of  England  was  at  an  eariy 
period  iMroduced  into  this  province,  and  has  continued 
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1846.  to  be  the  role  of  decision  in  all  matters  of  controyersy 
relative  to  property  and  civil  rights ;  while  at  the  same 
time,  from  the  want  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction,  it  has 
not  been  in  the  power  of  mortgagees  to  foreclose,  and 
mortgagors,  being  out  of  possession,  have  been  unable 
to  avail  themselves  of  their  equity  of  redemption ;  and, 
in  consequence  of  the  want  of  those  remedies,  the  rights 
of  the  respective  parties,  or  of  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  may  be  found  to  be  attended 
with  peculiar  equitable  considerations,  09  well  in  regard 
to  compensaticn  for  impravemenU,  as  in  re9pect  to  the 
right  to  redeem^  depending  on  the  circumstances  of  each 
case ;  and  a  strict  application  of  the  rules  established  in 
England,  might  be  attended  with  injustice ;  be  it  there- 
fore enacted,  &c.,  that  the  Vice-chancellor  of  the  said 
court  shall  have  power  and  authority,  in  all  ea$e9  of 
mortgagey  where,  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  the 
estate  has  become  absolute  in  law,  by  failure  in  perform- 
ing the  condition,  to  make  such  order  or  decree  in 
respect  to  foreclosure  or  redemption^  and  with  regard  to 
compensation  for  improvements,  and  generally  with 
respect  to  the  rights  and  claims  of  the  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee,  and  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  admin- 
istrators or  assigns,  as  may  appear  to  him  just  and  rea- 
sonable under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  wibject, 
however  J  to  the  appeal  provided  hy  this  act,'' 

It  was  provided  generally  by  the  act,  that  appeals 
shall  lie  from  the  order  sand  decrees  of  the  court,  to  the 
Governor  and  Council  of  the  province,  together  with  the 
judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench ;  but  it  seems  as 
if  the  legislature,  feeling  that  they  were  vesting  by  this 
clause  a  most  extensive  discretion  in  the  Vice-chancellor, 
thought  it  well  to  guard  it  by  making  it  expressly  sub- 
ject to  appeal,  in  order  that  it  might  not  be  supposed 
that  the  principle  was  to  be  applied  to  this  case,  which 
is  to  a  great  extent  recognised  in  regard  to  other  tribu- 
nals, that  the  exercise  of  a  mere  discretionary  power 
conferred  npon  a  court,  or  even  upon  an  individual 
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judge,  is  not  subject  to  be  reviewed,  there  being  no    i860, 
precise  standard  of  right  or  wrong  by  which  it  can  be 
tried. 

When  the  legislature  were  first  dealing  with  the  subject 
of  mortgages,  in  1884,  and  were  imposing  limitations  of 
time  in  order  to  quiet  titles  and  claims,  they  naturally 
enough  thought  it  sufficient,  and  at  the  same  time  incum- 
bent upon  them,  to  take  care  that  they  did  not  close  the 
door  absolutely  against  any  equitable  relief  to  the  mort- 
gagor, under  whatever  circumstances  of  hardship  or 
injustice,  by  making  time  a  bar,  while  for  want  of  a  tri- 
bunal, he  never  had  had  the  means  of  applying  for  a 
remedy  only  equitable  in  its  nature;  they  therefore 
wisely  avoided  to  prejudge  cases  that  had  never  been 
heard,  by  keeping  open  the  claims  of  parties  till  they 
could  be  made  known  to  a  court  competent  to  deal  with 
them.  K  they  had  not  done  this,  they  would  have  been 
prejudicing  the  position  of  mortgagors  to  a  very  dan- 
gerous extent  by  the  statute  which  they  were  passing, 
for  they  were  then  for  the  first  time  imposing  a  limita- 
tion  of  time,  and  making  it  'an  absolute  bar,  and  they 
were  letting  the  time  run  during  a  period  when  a  disa- 
bility existed,  which  more  than  all  others  had  a  claim  to 
consideration.  Their  proviso  had  merely  the  effect  of 
keeping  the  subject  open  without  prejudice,  till  the  legis- 
lature should  apply  themselves  to  the  erection  of  a  court 
of  equity,  if  they  should  at  any  time  do  so ;  and  when 
the  legislature  came  to  take  up  the  subject  in  1887,  they 
were  evidently  fully  aware  of  the  necessity  of  proceeding 
with  great  circumspection. 

'  It  may  be  thought,  that  they  might  have  laid  down 
some  general  rule  for  protecting  mortgagors  in  a  par- 
ticular class  of  cases ;  as  for  instance,  that  where  an 
ejectment  had  been  brought  by  the  mortgagee,  and  the 
mortgagor  had  not  availed  himself  of  the  statute  7  Geo. 
IL,  ch  20,  by  applying  to  stop  proceedings  on  paying 
the  debt  and  costs ;  or  when,  as  in  this  case,  the  interest 


6>  SRROB  AlTD  APPEAL  BBP0BT8. 

1846.  of  tbe  mortgagor  had  been  knowingly  suffered  by  him 
to  be  sold  in  ezecutiony  it  should  be  deemed  equivalent 
to  a  foreclosure ;  but  either  of  these  rules  might  in  some 
cases  have  operated  most  unjustly.  The  7  Geo.  11.  can 
only  be  used  in  cases  where  there  are  no  accounts  to  be 
investigated^  and  no  disputed  payment,  when  nothing  is 
to  be  done,  but  for  the  master  to  make  a  computation 
upon  the  face  of  t^ie  mortgage.  With  regard  to  sale  in 
executbn,  it  would  have  been  strange  if  the  legislature, 
taking  up  the  subject  in  1887,  had  placed  a  particular 
dass  of  mortgagees  on  so  favourable  a  footing  a?  com- 
pared with  others,  merely  because  they  had  adopted  a 
proceeding  which  the  only  court  of  justice  then  in  the 
country  had  always  held  to  have  been  illegal  and 
inoperative ;  and  besides,  either  of  these  courses  would 
have  been,  in  effect,  allowing  mortgagees  to  foreclose  at 
their  pleasure,  without  the  intervention  of  any  court, 
without  any  regard  to  the  disproportion  which  might  in 
many  cases  have  existed  between  the  value  of  the  estate 
and  the  sum  secured  on  it,  even  at  the  time  of  the 
security  being  given,  and  without  making  allowance  for 
any  of  those  equitable  circumstances  which  sometimes 
lead  courts  of  equity  to  enlarge  the  time  appointed  for 
foreclosure,  or  even  to  open  the  foreclosure  long  after 
the  decree.  To  have  adopted  any  number  of  years  as  a 
bar,  while  there  had  been  no  means  of  suing  for  redemp- 
tion, would  have  had  an  unjust  effect  in  those  cases,  of 
which  there  might  be  many,^where  the  estate  mortgaged 
was  worth  much  more  than  the  debt,  where  it  had  lain 
unoccupied  and  unimproved,  without  any  change  as  to 
interests  or  circumstances  which  could  make  redemption 
unjust  or  inconvenient,  and  where  the  mortgagee,  in 
being  made  to  re-convey  the  property,  on  receiving 
his  debt,  with  all  arrears  of  interest,  could  sustain  no 
other  injury  than  the  disappointment  of  an  unrighteous 
expectation. 

Suppose  a  strong  case  of  this  kind ;  that  a  debtor  in 
1792,  had  mortgaged  a  tract  of  land  worth  jClOOO,  to 


aeoore  »  debt  of  £900 ;  that  0ome  time  after  forfeitiiri^f 
the  mortgagee  bad  got  posfieaexQU*  but  had  m¥4e  ^P  svb- 
stantial  improYemeats,  and  had  always  afterwards  refiiaed 
to  accept  the  debt  and  re-conyej.    B7  the  time  the 
Court  of  Chancery  was  established^  the  estate  would 
have  risen  greatly  in  yaluci  so  that  the  disproportion 
between  the  debt  and  the  seonrity  would  be  even  greiiter 
than  at  first.    Most  men  would  admit,  that  if  the  mort- 
gibgor  made  use  of  the  remedy  as  soon  as  the  means  were 
offered  him,  by  the  erection  of  a  proper  court,  he  ought 
not  in^such  a  case  to  find  himself  barred  by  mere  lapse 
of  time.    The  first  question  to  be  considered  by  the  legis- 
lature was,  whether  an  equity  of  redemption  should  be 
acknowledged,  as  having  existed  at  all,  while  there 
was  no  equity  administered  in  the  country.    When  it 
was  determined  that  it  should  be  acknowledged,  then 
the  hardship  would  seem  striking,  of  allowing  time 
alone  to  be  a  bar  under  such  circumstances;    and  I 
cannot  say  that  in  my  yiew  of  the  question,  I  should  jadgmfnt 
haye  thought  it  just  if   the  legislature  had  refused 
redemption  as  a  matter  of  course,  in  all  cases  where  the 
mortgagor  had  not  offered  to  redeem  within  twenty 
years,  mthout  reg^d  to  the  value  and  circumstances  qf 
the  property,  and  the  ability  of  the  party.    I  knew  a 
case  in  my.  practice  at  the  bar,  where  a  person  in  1795 
or  6,  had  mortgaged  a  lot  of  land  in  Toronto  for  «£10  lent 
him,  which  at  that  time,  I  dare  aay,  was  the  full  value  of 
the  estate.    The  mortgagor  removed  tp  another  part  of 
the  province ;  the  mortgagee  died  and  his  famiily  removed 
to  England.     The  lot  continued  unoccupied  und  un- 
noticed, till,  in  1820,  or  about  that  time,  some  one  awa^e 
of  its  value,  and,  I  believe,  ignorant  of  the  mortgage, 
traced  out  the  owner  of  the  lot,  and  made  him  an  offer  for 
it.     Information  was  then  gained  of  the  iucumbrance ; 
and  before  the  proposed  purchaser  would  close  the  bar- 
gain, the  heir  of  the  mortgagee  was  written  to,  and 
acquainted  fully  with  the  circumstances.    His  answer 
was  the  liberal  one,  that  he  conceived  he  had  no  fnrthe^ 
claim  than  to  receive  the  debt  and  interest,  and  wpnld 
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1846,  not  stand  in  the  way  of  the  sale.  The  purchase  firom 
the  mortgagor  was  concluded,  and  not  long  after  the 
purchaser  sold  the  land,  as  I  understood^  for  about 
£2,000.  All  this  took  place  before  any  court  of  equity 
had  been  established :  but  if  the  matter  had  continued 
open  till  afterwards,  with  no  alteration  in  the  property 
except  the  increased  value  from  the  growth  of  the  town, 
it  would  haye  seemed  hard  that  such  an  estate  should 
have  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  mortgagee  for  a  debt 
of  JEIO  ;  and  yet,  perhaps,  when  the  lot  was  mortgaged, 
the  mortgagee  would  have  been  unwilling  to  take  it  as  a 
payment.  Circumstances  of  various  kinds,  arising  out 
of  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  the  manner  in  which 
the  property  had  been  dealt  with,  might  in  such  case  be 
thought  to  incline  the  scale  against  the  mortgagor's  right 
to  redeem.  As  it  was,  there  was  the  single  question, 
whether  the  one  or  the  other  should  have  the  advantage 
of  rise  in  value,  not  occasioned  by  the  acts  of  either  ? 
and  equity  gives  that  advantage  to  the  mortgagor  as  the 
owner  of  the  estate. 

These  are  considerations  on  the  side  of  the  mortgagor. 
But  the  case  of  mortgagees  also  claimed  attention  from 
the  legislature.  I  believe  it  was  an  erroneous  notion 
prevailing  before  the  act  was  passed,  with  many  who 
had  no  concern  themselves  in  such  transactions,  that  the 
want  of  a  court  of  equity  was  a  grievance  to  mortgagors 
only,  because  they  had  no  means  of  suing  for  redemp- 
tion. But  I  always  thought  the  grievance  was  greater 
upon  the  mortgagees,  and  was  felt  by  them  in  a  much 
greater  number  of  instances.  There  might  now  and 
then  be  a  case  where  the  mortgagee,  after  the  day  had 
gone  by,  was  inclined  to  refuse  the  money  and  try  to 
keep  the  estate ;  but  I  imagine  such  instances  have  been 
rare.  Where  the  mortgagee  was  not  in  possession,  and 
had  to  bring  ejectment,  the  7  Geo.  II.,  ch.  20,  afforded 
the  debtor  the  means  of  staying  proceedings  and  reliev- 
ing himself  from  the  incumbrance  by  paying  the  debt 
and  costs ;  and  it  was  often  resorted  to  when  he  had  the 
means  of  paying. 
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But  die  general  course  of  such ,  transactions  was  1846. 
exceedingly  nnfaronrable  and  perplexing  to  the  creditor. 
Money  might  be  lent  or  credit  given  by  a  merchant  on 
the  &ith  (^  a  mortgage,  and  in  the  greater  nnmher  of 
instances  at  an  early  day,  it  might  be  given  npon  nnim- 
proved  land,  upon  which  no  rents  or  profits  were  accroing. 
If  the  creditor  had  taken  no  such  security,  he  might 
have  sold  the  estate  npon  an  execution  for  his  debt,  and 
he  would  then  have  run  only  the  risk  of  other  creditors 
stepping  in  before  him;  but  with  this  mortgage  in  his 
hands  upon  an  unproductive  property,  perhaps  worth  no 
more,  or  even  less  than  his  debt  and  interest,  what  was 
he  to  do  ?  Powers  of  sale  were  not  often  inserted,  they 
are  a  new  expedient  even  in  England,  or  at  least  have 
not  been  long  in  general  use.  Take  a  case  strongly  in 
favour  of  the  creditor,  and  suppose  him  in  1792  to  have 
taken  a  mortgage  for  a  debt  of  ^500  upon  wild  land  of 
no  greater  value ;  in  some  parts  of  the  province^  and  for 
very  many  years,  the  rise  of  the  land  in  value  would  not  jodemmt. 
keep  pace  with  the  interest  on  the  debt ;  the  debtor 
might  be  reckless  and  indifierent,  giving  himself  no 
concern  about  the  debt  or  the  estate,  but  yet  declining 
to  concur  in  a  sale.  When  such  a  mortgage  as  we  have 
supposed  might  have  been  taken,  the  law  of  England 
was  in  force  here,  without  any  provision  made  for  equi- 
table relief  in  any  case ;  by  law,  the  estate  would 
become  absolutely  the  mortgagee's  when  the  condition 
was  broken ;  and  the  only  foundation  for  the  idea  of  an 
equity  of  redemption  is,  that  in  England,  where  there 
do  exist  courts  of  equity,  they  have  assumed  power  to 
grant  the  indulgence  of  redeeming  after  the  day  when 
the  party  at  law  has  by  default  lost  his  estate.  No  such 
right  had  been  in  terms  created  here,  and  nothing  would 
seem  more  h»rd  or  more  questionable,  on  grounds  of 
both  law  and  justice,  than  that  the  parties  must  be  held 
to  have  entered  into  the  mortgage  transaction,  with  a 
view  to  an  imaginary  equity  of  redemption,  grounded 
upon  an  apprehension  merely  of  a  cotnrt  of  equity  being 
possibly  established  at  some  future  period ;  though  in 

9  VOL.  I. 
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1846.  the  mean  time  there  would  be  no  means  of  enforcing  the 
priTilege,  on  the  one  side,  or  of  guarding  against  it  by 
foreclosure  on  the  other.  An  argument  something  more 
than  plausible  might  have  been  raised^  I  think,  before 
the  year  1834,  against  the  existence  of  any  such  interest 
as  an  equity  of  redemption.  Not  but  that  it  would  be  a 
very  imperfect  state  of  jurisprudence  (as  it  certainly 
was),  where  parties  must  be  left  to  the  strict  legal  effect 
of  their  contracts,  without  means  of  equitable  relief. 
Until  1887,  howeyer,  parties  were  so  left  in  this  country, 
and  may  have  found  inconvenience  from  it  in  many 
other  instances  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  mortgages, 
though  from  the  nature  of  things  they  can  now  have  no 
effectual  relief.  That  there  was  in  fact  no  court  of 
equity  before  1887,  in  Upper  Canada,  is  very  notorious. 
It  was  well  known  that  in  the  British  West  India  Islands 
and  some  other  ancient  British  possessions,  there  were 
courts  of  equity  exercising  their  authority  on  no  other 
.  foundation,  than  that  the  governor  was  by  common  law 
chancellor,  in  virtue  of  his  custody  of  the  great  seal ; 
but  it  seems  to  have  been  generally  conceded,  that  since 
the  Bill  of  Rights,  1  Wm.  and  Mary,  the  Grown  cannot 
by  the  exercise  of  its  prerogative  merely,  erect  any 
jurisdiction  with  power  to  judge,  otherwise  than  accord- 
ing to  the  course  of  the  common  law;  and  it  has  not 
of  late  years  been  attempted  to  do  so.  Even  in  this 
province  the  Governor  had,  as  to  some  purposes,  been 
considered  as  invested  with  the  authority  and  jurisdiction 
of  chancellor  in  consequence  of  his  custody  of  the  great 
seal,  but  never  in  regard  to  the  exercise  of  any  equitable 
jurisdiction.  There  was  no  court  of  equity  accessijble 
for  any  purpose  till  1837  ;  and  during  all  that  time  the 
holder  of  a  common  mortgage  had  absolutely  no  means 
whatever  of  foreclosing ;  and  his  security  must  in  most 
cases  have  been  wholly  unproductive,  unless  he  were  at 
liberty  to  deal  with  the  estate  as  his  own,  either  by 
selling  or  applying  it  to  purposes  requiring  such  an  outlay 
as  no  prudent  man  would  venture  upon  in  England 
until  after  foreclosure.     In  many  cases  no  doubt  some 
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eorapromise  was  oome  to  which  cleared  the  way  of  1846. 
diffionlties ;  in  others  this  could  not  be  effected,  and  the 
creditor  had  recourse  to  the  expedient  of  selling  the 
land  on  an  execution  obtained  in  a  snit  for  the  mortgage 
money,  and  buying  it  in  himself,  supposing,  that  whether 
the  proceeding  would  give  him  an  absolute  title  or  not, 
it  would  at  least  place  him  on  better  terms  for  dealing  ^ 
with  his  debtor,  and  might  be  deemed  equivalent  to  a 
foreclosure  by  any  future  court  of  equity,  where  that 
effect  at  the  time  would  not  have  been  unreasonable.  In 
other  cases — and  those  I  apprehend  not  a  few — ^the 
mortgagee,  either  ignorant  of  any  such  thing  as  an 
equity  of  redemption,  (which  might  be  well  excused 
under  the  circumstances,)  or  assuming  that  none  would 
be  held  in  after  times  to  have  existed  in  his  case,  has 
ventured,  not  perhaps  till  after  great  forbearance  and 
repeated  opportunities  of  redemption  held  out  to  his 
debtor,  to  deal  with  the  estate  as  his  own,  and  either 
to  occupy  and  improve  it,  or  sell  it,  rendering  himself  judgmist 
liable  by  covenants  to  others,  or  embarking  his  own 
means  in  extensive  improvements.  There  may  have 
been  an  idea  in  some  persons'  minds  at  that  day,  that  if 
ever  a  Court  of  Chancery  should  be  created  here,  it 
would  not  be  allowed  to  rake  into  cases  of  this  descrip- 
tion, but  would  be  confined  either  to  those  in  which  the 
estate  had  not  become  absolute  before  the  court  was 
created,  or  where  possession  had  not  been  changed,  or 
the  estate  not  transferred  by  the  mortgagee ;  or  at  least 
where  twenty  years,  or  some  other  limited  number  of 
years,  had  not  elapsed. 

I  believe,  however,  that  if  any  such  principle  had  been 
adopted,  some  cases  would  have  been  discovered  in  which 
its  operation  (without  power  of  relaxation)  would  have 
been  manifestly  injurious  and  unfair.  The  legislature, 
at  any  rate,  seem  to  have  thought  so,  and  to  have  con- 
sidered that  the  best  way  of  guarding  agaiust  it  would 
be,  by  expressly  committing  to  the  Court  of  Chancery 
a  full  discretion  to  deal  with  every  such  case  as  it  might 
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1846.  think  jast  upon  a  -view  of  all  the  cireamstanoea.  lb* 
objeotion  to  such  a  course  is,  that  it  seems  (at  least  in 
cases  of  a  doubtful  complexion)  to  leave  the  parties  inter* 
ested  in  a  state  of  uncertainty,  for  they  can  only  know 
what  the  court  may  think  reasonable,  at  the  end  of  an 
expensive  litigation ;  but  there  is  the  same  inconvenience 
in  many  cases  where  specific  performance  of  agreements 
is  sought,  and  in  many  other  instances  both  in  law  and 
equity,  where  doubtful  rights  can  only  be  settled  by 
litigation. 

It  wonld  be  a  great  advantage,  no  doubt,  if  a  certain 
rule  could  be  established,  by  which  all  could  measure  their 
rights  without  necessity  for  resorting  to  law  or  equity ; 
but  that  is  not  attainable,  and  least  of  all  could  it  be 
expected  to  be  attained  in  respect  to  contracts  made  and 
acted  upon  under  such  peculiar  circumstances  as  I  have 
stated  to  have  existed  here.  There  is  no  unprecedented 
violation  of  the  legal  constitutional  principle  in  thus  ex- 
JuOgmmt  tending,  with  suitable  caution,  a  new  relief  in  regard  to 
past  transactions,  which  will  operate  upon  rights  already 
acquired.  Our  own  statute  book,  as  well  as  that  of 
England,  is  full  of  such  examples.  I  will  instance  what 
has  been  done  by  our  Naturalization  Act — and  both  here 
and  in  the  British  Parliament,  (a)  by  acts  rendering 
valid  marriages  which  had  been  illegally  solemnised ; 
thereby  changing,  in  many  cases,  the  course  of  descent 
after  property  had  actually  vested.  But  in  both  these 
instances,  the  legislature  proceeded  with  what  they  con- 
sidered due  caution,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case. 

There  would  be  no  difficulty  in  supposing  circumstances 
in  which,  to  allow  redemption  of  an  estate  forfeited 
btrfore  the  act,  would  be  attended  with  such  ruinous  hard- 
ship that  no  one  could  think  it  reasonable  or  just.  In 
England  there  have  been  often  scruples  expressed  against 
the  right  to  redeem  having  been  carried  as  far  as  it  has 
been,  even  when  the  means  of  foreclosing  were  always 
accessible.    If  in  any  case  of  this  kind  arising  in  Upper 

(a)  Irish  Manriasea  by  Presbyterian  ministers,  2  &  S  Yio.,  eh.  S. 
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OumUs  the  iiijttBti<M  would  be  greatly  increased  by  the  ItM. 
£Mt  that  there  had  been  no  means  of  foreelosing,  I  do  ^""y*;^ 
not  eee  how  this  court  could  see  the  injustice,  and  at  the 
same  time  stand  excused  to  the  parties  for  suffering  it  to 
take  place  in  the  face  of  such  unlimited  controul  aa  is 
given  to  it  by  the  Chancery  Act,  and  given  in  words  aa 
plain  as  they  are  comprehensive.  It  was  urged  before 
us  that  the  legislature  meant  only,  in  passing  this  llth 
clause,  that  thccourt  might  extend  the  period  for  redeem* 
ing — not  that  they  could  contract  it;  in  other  words, 
that  the  controul  over  the  right  was  given  only  for  the 
protection  of  the  mortgagor,  and  that  the  mortgagee 
could  claim  nothing  more  under  the  act  than  a  more 
liberal  course  as  to  compensation  than  the  practice 
in  England  would  warrant.  I  think  it  is  clear  that  we 
cannot  uphold  such  a  construction,  and  cannot  relieve 
ourselves  from  the  duty  of  exercising  our  best  judgment 
upon  the  reasonableness  of  allowing  redemption  at  all, 
as  well  as  upon  the  conditions  in  case  of  allowing  redemp- 
tion. I  think  it  is  thrown  upon  us  to  say  whether,  upon 
all  that  is  before  us,  redimption  shtmld  be  Mowed  in  this 
case. 

As  it  is  really  a  very  important  general  question, 
whether  the  llth  clause  gives  the  Vice-Chancellor  a  dis- 
cretion to  refuse  redemption  in  the  cases  to  which  it 
applies,  or  only  a  discretion  as  to  the  terms  of  redeem- 
ing, I  will  endeavour,  after  all  I  have  said,  to  place  my 
conclusion  upon  it  in  a  shorter  and  more  precise  form,  in 
the  hope  of  making  it  clearer. 

The  legislature  in  1792  gave  us  the  law  of  England  as 
our  rule  of  decision.  By  that  law,  if  a  man  who  has 
mortgaged  his  property  for  a  debt  does  not  perform  the 
condition,  the  estate  of  the  other  party  becomes  abso- 
lute ;  and  he  has  this  protection  only  at  law  against  the 
consequences,  that  if  the  mortgagee,  in  order  to  gain 
possession,  has  to  bring  an  ejectment,  then  a  statute  (a) 

(a)  7  Gfo.  U.  ok.  20.  ~~ 
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1846.  gives  him  the  priyilege  of  paying  the  deht  and  oosti  at 
any  time  daring  the  pendency  of  the  action,  and  thos 
preserving  his  estate.  The  right  of  being  relieved 
against  these  legal  conseqnences  by  a  court  of  equity, 
in  a  country  where  no  such  court  exists,  merely  because 
such  a  relief  is  commonly  given  in  another  country, 
where  such  a  court  does  exist,  is,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
rather  a  questionable  equity.  From  1792  (when  mort- 
gages began  to  be  made  here  under  the  English  law) 
till  1884,  no  trace  is  to  be  found  of  the  acknowledgment 
of  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  statute  law  of  the 
province ;  and  no  means  had  been  provided  before,  .or 
were  provided  then,  for  making  such  an  equity  available 
on  the  one  hand«  or  fencing  against  it  on  the  other. 
Under  such  circumstances,  it  might  well  be  doubted, 
and  I  believe  was  doubted  by  many,  whether  an  equity 
of  redemption  could  be  considered  as  existing ;  «nd  it 
might  have  been  doubted  by  more  whether,  if  there 
should  be  a  court  of  equity  established  in  the  colony,  it 
would  have  authority  given  to  it  to  disturb  the  existing 
relation  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  where  the 
estate  had  become  absolute,  and  the  mortgagor  had  lost 
or  given  up  possession  before  the  court  of  equity  was 
created.      ' 

When  the  legislature  did  create  a  court  of  equity,  and 
gave  it  power  to  disturb  the  position  of  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee  under  such  circumstances,  they  took,  I  think, 
a  bold  step,  but  a  just  one,  and  one  more  wise  and 
beneficial  than  if  they  had  withheld  that  power.  If, 
however,  they  had  compelled,  or  even  suffered,  all  such 
past  transactions  to  be  dealt  with  precisely  according  to 
the  £nglish  rules  of  equity  in  regard  to  mortgages,  they 
would  have  done  wrong,  because  they  would  have  been 
making  no  allowance  for  a  very  important  consideration 
in  each  case — ^which  does  not  exist  in  England  in  regard 
to  any  case — namely,  that  neither  party,  during  all  the 
time  that  had  passed,  had  been  enabled  to  avail  himself 
of  remedies  which  in  England  are  constantly  accessible ; 
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and  under  such  circumstances  the  motives  and  conduct    1846. 
of  both  parties,  the  construction  these  should  receive, 
and  the  force  that  should  be  given  to  them,  may  have  a 
very  material  effect  in  determining  what  it  would  be 
just  to  do  between  them. 

If  the  legislature  had  attempted  to  provide  for  all 
those  past  cases  by  ceriain  general  and  inflexible  rules, 
they  would  have  taken,  I  think,  scarcely  a  less  unfor- 
tunate course  than  if  they  had  declined  to  allow  such 
equities  to  be  noticed  at  all.  In  any  given  case,  the 
true  line  to  be  taken  would  generally  not  depend  upon 
any  single  circumstance,  but  on  a  combination  of  cir- 
cumstances. They  took,  then,  a  middle  course,  and,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  the  most  rational,  and  the  best  under 
the  difficulties  of  the  case,  when  they  enacted  the  11th 
clause.  It  is  contended,  that  by  that  clause  they  have 
done  no  more  than  give  a  wider  discretion  in  imposing 
terms,  but  that  a  mortgagor  must  of  necessity,  and  jodgBMBt 
notwithstanding  that  clause,  be  admitted  to  redeeiy, 
whenever,  under  the  same  circumstances,  he  would  have 
been  admitted  to  redeem  in  England.  This  construction 
overlooks  the  peculiarity  which  is  recited  as  the  very 
inducement  to  the  enactment,  and  which  makes  it  impos- 
sible for  us  to  say  that  any  case  can  have  arisen  in 
England  in  regard  to  the  right  either  to  foreclose  or 
redeem,  where  the  circumstances  were  similar ;  for  no 
English  Chancellor,  since  equities  of  redemption  were 
talked  of,  has  ever  had  to  decide  what  it  might  be  just 
to  do  in  a  case  of  mortgage  where  many  years  had 
elapsed  after  forfeiture,  without  a  court  of  equity  to 
apply  to. 

I  think  that  the  legislature,  if  they  took  a  reasonable 
view  of  what  they  were  about  to  do  under  novel  circum- 
stances, and  of  the  interests  of  parties,  oiight  to  have 
intended  to  give  to  the  court  a  discretion  as  well  over 
the  right  to  redeem  at  all,  as  over  the  conditions  to  be 
imposed.     I  think  they  did  so  intend^  and  that  the 
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1846.  langaftge  whicli  they  have  used  in  the  11th  clause 
expresses  that  intention  directly  and  plainly. 

The  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  48d  clause  of  onr  statute 
4  Wm.  lY.,  eh.  1,  cannot  be  treated  as  an  enactment 
conflicting  with  the  11th  clause  of  the  Chancery  Act,  in 
the  extended  construction  which  I  would  give  to  the 
latter;  for  it  merely  provides  that  the  lapse  of  twenty 
yean  after  forfeiture  shall  not  be  of  itself  a  bar  to 
redemption,  so  long  as  there  has  been  no  court  in  which 
a  suit  could  have  been  brought.  It  does  not  say  that 
every  one  who  comes  within  twenty  years  mt^t  be 
Mowed  by  that  etmrt  to  redeem.  It  is  merely  negative ; 
and  if  it  did  conflict  with  the  Chancery  Act  afterwards 
passed,  of  course  the  latter  must  prevail.  Its  only 
efiect,  howev^,  is  to  keep  the  right  to  sue  open.  The 
respondents  in  this  case,  it  is  clear,  were  not  barred  by 
mere  lapse  of  time.  It  was  not  contended  that  they 
were.  Their  suit,  on  the  contrary,  has  been  entertained 
and  decided  upon  the  merits,  and  upon  the  construc- 
tion <^  the  11th  clause  referred  to,  and  under  the 
dearly  correct  assumption,  that  the  discretionary  power 
given  by  that  clause,  is  to  be  exercised  in  all  cases 
where  tiie  estate  had  beoome  absolute  before  the  act 
passed;  and  not  merely  in  cases  where  the  party  might 
otherwise  be  barred  by  lapse  of  time. 

I  come,  then,  to  the  second  question,  and  this  calls 
for  a  judgment  upon  the  merits,  admitting  that  the 
Vice-chancellor  had  the  discretionary  power  to  decree 
or  withhold  redemption  under  the  11th  clause.  I  am 
not  aware  that  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  is  to  be 
understood  as  having  come  to  a  conclusion  upon  that 
point,  being  inclined,  as  he  was,  to  think  that  the  statute 
gave  him  no  peculiar  discretionary  power  over  the  right 
to  redeem.  I  think  the  case  a  very  strong  one  against 
the  right  of  redemption,  and  one  in  which  the  legislature, 
if  they  had  such  facts  under  their  view  when  they  were 
passing  the  11th  clause^  would  have  desired  to  withhold 


it  I  ib«U  gtet^  Ifa4  lefdipg  f^Mcte,  without  going  i^lQ 
all  tfa0  4«taito ;  for,  if  redmaptioii  is  to  be  refoaed  iaany 
CM#  irhet^  it  i^  not  bAnred  by  time,  it  migbt  to  be  Mfo^ 
tl(^  geoeral  complwion  of  the  triMtsMtuo,  ^d  not  upon 
a  oritiof^  exami^alion  of  miAor  points. 

^Che  vortgfgewaanM^eby  Tbonuu  amgtt^  ^U^w 
and  demor  oS  theee  re^pcodi^ntB,  in  1810,  to  mftie  a 
d^  of  4298  dt|o  to  a  merohaftt  resident  in  Soitoii,  Itfr. 
Skmfi.    The  prop^r^  iitortgsged  W9s  400  a^vae^  of  wild 
lai|d»  not  of  good  qaaUt  j  in  Mgpid  to  soil,  but  situated 
QHW  the  Bidoau  Biyer,  and  having  tb^  adviantege  qf  a 
water-fall,  which,  at  a  futore  daj ,  wheft  the  oomMa?^ 
should  come  to  be  settled,  might  be  expected  to  be 
vafa^aUiei  tliongh  of  less  vi|lfl#  froin  the  circuipstaiice 
that  ibfari^  wece  man j  other  null  sites  in  ^le  naighbofr- 
hoo4>    A%  ^  time  it  was  ipiprtgsged  there  were  no 
settiennenta  9^W^  it>  or  near  it.    The  v^ui»  of  thci  l^ndt 
Ulms  the  wholn  of  the  endenc^  into  oonsideratioi^  I 
take  to  have  heen  aach  that  Mr.  Skw49tt  wonld  not 
willingly  have  accepted  it  instead  of  the  money.    And 
I  dp  not  belieye  that  people  luring  in  the  difltaiot^  apd 
hlMBiig  better  opportunities  of  judging,  wonld    have 
thos^ht  tjh^  pnichase  of  the  land  at  that;  sum  a  good 
iuyestment  of  the  money.    There  is,  to  be  sure,  against 
thi#  opinion  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Covefi,  who  sayn  that 
he  passed  through  or  near  this  land  in  1798;  and  that 
he  was  so  struck  with  tiie  situation,  that  even  then, 
when  there  was  no  one  living  near  it,  he  thought  in  his 
own  mind  at  that  time  that  it  was  worth  £10,00Q. 
The  whole  annual  revenue  of  the  provinoe,  I  shoidd 
think,  did  not  amount  at  that  time  to  £10,000;  and  I 
have  no  doubt  it  is  true,  ss  was  affirmed  on  the  argu-^ 
ment,  that  the  whole  township  of  ^Imsley,  containing 
more  than  60,000  apres,  of  which  these  400  acres  aie 
part^  could  have  been  bought  then  for  much  less  money. 
The  whole  account  given  by  witnesses  on  both  sides,  of 
what  took  place  twenty  years  after  the  time  Mr.  Cbvett 
speiki  of^  irkm  tlte  lud  was  offered  for  sale,  and  aptu* 
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1846.  ally  sold,  and  when  the  country  must  have  contained 
more  than  five  times  as  many  inhabitants,  is  sufficient 
proof  that  this  witness'  notion  of  value  is  quite  visionary, 
if  what  can  be  got  for  a  property  is  to  be  taken  for  the 
test  of  its  worth.  The  evidence  of  what  adjoining 
properties  have  been  sold  for  between  1810  and  the  time 
of  filing  this  bill,  is  also  convincing  upon  that  point. 
Mt.  Smythf  it  appears,  was  quite  willing  to  take  one* 
tenth  part  of  what  Mr.  Cavell  says  was  its  value  in  1798^ 
twenty-five  years  afterwards,  though  he  had  in  the  mean 
time  put  up  a  saw  mill  upon  it;  and  it  was  because  he 
could  not  get  that,  and  would  not  take  less,  that  the 
property  was  lost  to  him. 

The  mortgage  money  was  to  have  been  paid  on  the 
8rd  August,  1811.  It  was  not  paid  then ;  nor  is  it 
shewn,  nor  I  think  pretended,  that  either  Mr.  Smyth  or 
the  present  respondents,  or  any  one  on  their  behalf, 
ever  paid,  or  offered  to  pay,  any  part  of  the  principal 
or  interest,  from  that  time  to  the  filing  of  this  bill. 

In  1819,  eight  years  after  the  debt  should  have  been 
paid,  judgment  was  entered  at  the  suit  of  SewaV^  against 
Smyth  the  mortgagor ;  I  suppose  for  the  amount  then 
due  on  the  mortgage,  as  no  other  debt  is  spoken  of.  If 
the  object  of  entering  that  judgment,  was  to  enforce  the 
payment  of  the  debt  by  compelling  in  anyway  a  sale  of 
the  lands,  (a  proceeding  which  both  parties  might  then 
have  thought  open  to  them,)  the  judgment  was  not  dieted 
upon  in  a  manner  that  shewed  any  keen  desire  on  Mr. 
SetoalFs  part  to  get  hold  of  the  property,  or  that 
precluded  Mr.  Smyth  from  using  at  his  leisure  whatever 
means  were  in  his  power  for  saving  it  from  sale,  (if  that 
were  thought  an  object,)  for  no  execution  against  the 
lands  was  taken  out  upon  it  for  about  five  years  after  it 
was  entered.  Mr.  Jones,  a  respectable  gentleman  living 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  Mr.  Smyth,  was  the  agent  of 
Mr.  Sewallj  to  whom  he  could  conveniently  make  any 
payments  and  propose  any  arrangements  that  he  might 
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dosire.-  In  orderi  a8  it  would  seem,  to  enable  Mr.  JoftM  1846. 
to  deal  more  conclusively  and  conveniently  mth  the 
seenrityy  he  took  an  asugnment  from  Mr.  Sewatt^  of  the 
mortgage,  for  a  nominal  consideration.  Jadging  from 
the  face  of  the  instrument,  and  from  the  commnnications 
jpoken  of  in  the  evidence  as  having  afterwards  taken 
place  between  Jdr.  Smj/th  and  Mr.  SewaU^  I  imagine 
that  in  taking  the  assignment,  and  in  whatever  was  done 
by  him  subsequently,  Mr.  Jonen  merely  acted  on  behalf 
of  Mr.  S^waUj  who  still  in  fact  retained  the  security, 
and  the  entire  control  over  it  By  our  law,  there  must 
be  the  delay  of  a  year  before  land  can  be  sold  under  a 
fi.  fa.  Mr.  Smyth  had  that  time,  therefore,  at  least 
given  him  to  procure  the  money  afler  his  creditor  had 
shewn  his  determination  to  enforce  payment.  It  was  as 
long  a  time  as  in  the  common  cousse  would  have  been 
allowed  for  foreclosure,  if  SewM  had  had  a  court  of 
equity  to  resort  to;  and  it  is  clear  that  Smyth  had  full 
knowledge  of  the  intended  proceeding.  The  land  was 
brought  to  a  public  sale  in  August,  1825,  under  SewalV^ 
writ,  and  was  then  sold  as  SmytKBy  or  rather,  all  his 
right  in  it  was  sold,  so  far  as  the  sheriff  could  sell  it. 
He  had  no  other  interest  in  fact  than  his  supposed  equity 
of  redemption.  Whether  Mr.  SewaU^  or  his  agent,  Mr* 
JcneM  and  Mr.  Smyth^  thought  it  could  be  thus  effectu- 
ally extinguished  by  the  mortgagee  purchasing  it  at  a 
public  sale,  we  cannot  tell ;  both  parties  acted  at  the 
time  as  if  they  thought  so.  The  result  was,  that  Mr. 
jtme$^  bid  it  off  at  £105.  The  sheriff's  deed  makes 
no  mention  of  the  precise  interest,  nor  of  the  incum* 
brance,  but  is  in  the  usual  form  of  sheriff's  deeds  upon 
such  sales. 

If  we  can  suppose  a  stranger  coming  to  the  sale  and 
bidding  off  the  land,  without  any  explanation  or  know- 
ledge of  the  facts,  and  being  merely  content  to  buy 
Smyth's  interest,  whatever  it  might  be,  then  if  the  sale 
under  a  ji.  fa.  of  an  equity  of  redemption,  could  bind 
such  an  interest,  the  effect  would  have  been,  that  he 
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frbin  ptlfming  U4  teitu^y  agttl&lft  toy  H&iSr  ft^f^  if 
^yfA't  iMf  his  d«$bt.  And  if  it  had  been  ttfketwiidh 
tirai  i^aid^  et  paid  r^Ui^taFily  bjr  4%tft|  ikm  Ah 
imdiator  irettld  hftire  hi^ld  the  iwd  (fisebai^d  fn^  th^ 
inewii&rani^  Wa  thv  as  ^SbtMiK  IWi  oelb^rttMl^  but  ^oftdd 
be  liable  in  equity^  if  not  at  lft#,  to  tnake  goed  tiie  tmb 
to  the  perebtt  ^he  ^aid  it.  Ob  thiat  ffeiht  I  HUt  to 
Cnatftt  y.  2Vtfem.  (<i)  Bvt  here  Mr.  Sh^^Vi  agent  was 
the  bttye^ ;  be  knew  the  partie^hrs  ef  the  indtitfibtaibree ; 
and  if,  on  S^vHlJV%  aceoMt^  he  bid  £165  abere  that 
iaetitiibrafioe,  aa  the  value  of  Smiftk*^  ifiterest^  then  the 
debt  i^onld  be  paid,  because  it  formed  f»aft  ef  hto  bid. 
If  Mr.  Jonii  had  botight  on  hid  ewn  aeeeimt,  he  inttil, 
I  ahotid  thinks  be  aeeessarily  f*egarded  as  bidding  JB196 
in  addition  to  the  debt  and  intereidt;  aiid  the  sheriff 
iihould  hare  Seen  that  there  was  no  mtmindeT#tandihg  on 
ftt  that  point,  bat  that  the  debt  was  paid  (as  bdng  paH  of 
the  price)  before  he  olotied  the  transaction  by  making  a 
deed.  •  Hew  it  was  attangcfd^  and  What  ^as  in  fabt 
doiie,  ko  where  appears.  Mr.  Smyth  is  not  sfae^^  fb 
have  been  in  ray  way  afterV^ards  moln^sted  on  itcbottnt  of 
the  debt;  and  it  is  ^ot  pretended  that  he  paid  any  pstt 
of  it,  at  any  time^  in  any  other  manner. 

Some  years  before  this  sale^  it  seems,  he  had  put  up 
a  small  saw-mili  on  the  lot,  but  made  no  improremeiit 
otherwise,  unless  the  clearing  dne-^hth  of  an  acre  of 
the  land  oan  be  called  such.  What  beneficial  we  was 
made  by  him,  or  any  one,  of  this  saW  mill,  is  not  stated 
in  such  a  manner  as  can  give  any  idea  of  its  value.  It 
seems  to  have  been  but  little  thought  of,  for  it  was 
suffered  to  fall  into  decay ;  and  just  before  the  eheriff 's 
side,  Smyih^  as  if  abandoning  all  idea  of  retaining  the 
property,  sent  his  sons  to  take  out  the  saw-mill  ird»i, 
which  was  done  by  oarelesely  cuttiiig  them  out  from  the 
wood-work,  as  might  have  been  done  by  any  one  who 
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Ml  Ail  M  liad  m  lofiger  aiiy  intei^edt  in  tto  Affl^  tt   HM. 
thit  it  1VU  tttelaiHi.    W&attiVeir  liiay  hitve  b^tt  idiii|^tta  ^ui^ 
1^  Smyth  to  luive  bete  th«  legal  eotiB^q^Mde  of  tbe   |J^ 
pttMio  Mle  of  hift  iaterost)  be  does  not  Boem  to  hMt 
bMn  iurpHsed  by  it»  ot  to  hate  Complained  of  it.    On 
the  eontrary,  be  went  ont  of  poseeseiony  as  if  that 
fkoM  follow  of  eovne ;  and  then  eon8idet«d  what  ht 
eoidd  do  for  still  gettihg  back  the  property  daHbg  the 
period  which  it  is  admitted  Mr.  J&ni$  still  allowed  him, 
and  kindly  allowed  him^  as  he  acknowledged,  if  he  oonld, 
through  his  relations  or  friends,  make  any  arrangement 
for  that  pnrpose. 

If  being  in  a  condition  to  redeem,  or  resolving  to 
stand  en  any  right  of  that  kind,  he  had  thought  it 
necessary  to  contend  for  more  than  Mr.  Sewatt  was 
willing  to  allow  him,  in  the  shape  of  indulgence,  it  was 
open  to  him  to  have  retained  the  possession,  notwith- 
standing the  sale.  Then  the  purchaser  would  have  been  s^ag^um. 
driven  to  his  ejeetment,  and  at  any  time  while  that  was 
pending,  and  up  to  judgment,  Smyth  would  have  had 
the  privilege,  under  the  statute  7  Geo.  II.,  ch  20,  which 
Was  well  Imown  and  of;;en  acted  upon  here,  of  staying 
the  proceedings,  and  procuring  a  re-conveyance^  on 
payment  of  the  debt  and  costs.  Instead  of  this, 
however,  he  communicated  amicably  with  Mr.  SetffaUy 
and  found  both  him  and  Mr.  J<me$  willing  to  act 
considerately,  and  to  give  him  every  chance  of  retaining 
or  regaining  the  land,  if  he  could  do  it,  and  thought  it 
Worth  his  while.  What  efforts  he  did  make,  we  see 
ended  in  nothing.  He  could  find  no  one  who  eared 
suffidently  about  purdiasing  it,  to  take  the  trouble  of 
perfoctiiig  an  arrangement  for  that  purpose,  upon  the 
easy  terms  of  giving  him  any  sum,  from  £25  to  £100, 
beyond  the  debt  and  interest,  which  he  was  willing  to 
take,  payable  at  any  time  and  in  any  manner.  The 
reasons  given  for  the  failure  are  absurd^  if  we  can 
suppose  that  the  property  was  considered  by  any  one  to 
be  a  great  bargain  on  such  terms.    One  had  lent  his 
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1846.  money,  and  did  not  like  to  aak  for  it  back,  thinking 
perhaps  that  it  was  better  out  at  intere3t  than  applied  to 
this  purchase ;  another  seemed  at  one  time  half  willing, 
and  then  retracted;  and  some  of  these  parties  were 
connexions  of  Mr.  Smt/thj  having  every  motive  and 
wish  to  serve  him,  as  we  may  suppose,  if  they  thought 
the  matter  of  much  consequence.  What  must  we 
conclude  would  have  been  the  situation  of  these  parties, 
at  this  point  of  Iftme^  if  there  had  been  a  court  of 
equity  in  the  province,  affording  ready  means  of  fore- 
closure? 

Though  the  sale  on  the  execution  is  now  held,  and 
perhaps  by  lawyers  was  then  known,  to  be  an  useless 
proceeding,  it  had  at  least  the  effect  of  shewing  Mr. 
Smt/th  that  his  creditor  was  determined  to  have  the 
money  by  sale  of  the  land ;  it  was  at  least  a  manifesta- 
tion of  his  desire  to  close  the  transaction,  and  a  call 
.TndgmABt.  upon  Mr.  Smythj  after  many  years  of  indulgence,  to 
act  effectually;  and  Mr.  Smith  submitted  to  its  supposed 
consequences  by  yielding  up  the  possession. 

About  this  time  a  new  aspect  of  things  began  to 
open.  The  British  Government,  in  1826  or  1827,  were 
known  to  have  resolved  upon  making  the  Bideau  Canal, 
which  now  unites  Lake  Ontario  with  the  River  Ottawa, 
passing  through  the  district  in  which  these  400  acres 
lie,  and  along  the  waters  which  run  through  the  whole 
township  of  Elmsley.  It  was  a  magnificent  undertaking, 
and  its  construction  occasioned  an  expenditure  of  more 
than  a  million  of  money.  Though  it  could  not  be 
known  how  it  would  affect  particular  properties,  situated 
along  the  waters,  till  the  precise  line  was  determined, 
the  prospect  of  such  »  work  of  course  excited  attention 
and  enquiry  respecting  property  in  the  vicinity,  and 
made  it  more  saleable.  Mr.  Jonea^  who  then  held  the 
conveyance  from  the  sheriff,  besides  the  transfer  of  Mr. 
StfJoalVa  mortgage,  had  an  offer  made  to  him.  It  is 
clear  on  the  evidence  that  he  had  no  desire  either  for 
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Sewall  or  bimself  to  be  the  gainer  by  the  change  of  1846. 
circumstances,  which  did  not  yet  seem  indeed  to  have 
operated  very  decidedly  on  the  value  of  the  land,  for 
the  offer  was  only  £600,  which  would  but  little  more 
than  cover  the  debt  and  interest,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
jC105  bid  on  account  of  Smyth's  supposed  interest. 
Before  Mr.  Jones  would  accept  it,  he  referred  to  Mr. 
Smyth;  indeed  the  proposed  purchaser  was  a  friend 
and  neighbour,  and  would  have  had  nothing,  as  he 
declared,  to  do  with  the  land,  if  Smythj  even  at  that 
time,  could  redeem  it.  Nothing  effectual  was  done  by 
SmUh,  and  the  sale  by  Mr.  Jones  to  Hicoch  and  James 
Simpson  was  concluded  in  July  1827,  for  £600. 

Soon  after,  great  public  works  were  in  progress  at 
this  section  of  the  proposed  canal.  James  Simpson  was 
a  contractor ;  and  being  an  active,  zealous  man,  with 
capital  at  command,  he  opened  roads  from  this  point 
into  the  interior,  which  made  this  a  central  position :  jadgmmt 
the  public  expenditure  assisted  the  formation  of  a 
village ;  there  were  some  appearances  that  it  would  grow 
rapidly,  and  others  were  induced  to  embark  money  in 
purchasing  portions  of  the  property,  till,  after  several 
transfers,  it  came,  in  1882,  into  the  hands  of  the 
appellants  William  Simpson  and  Ward^  for  a  price  paid 
by  them  of  £5,000.  Then  they  separated  their  interest^ 
and  both  have  been  since  selling  village  lots,  and 
applying  themselves  in  various  ways  to  promote  their 
own  interests  there,  and  the  advancement  of  the  village 
for  their  own  snkes.  Smyth  lived  till  the  close  of 
1881;  his  sons,  the  respondents,  were,  before  that, 
grown  up  men,  living  in  that  coimtry,  and  acting  for 
and  representing  their  father.  The  Court  of  Chancery 
was  established  in  1887.  This  bill  was  filed  in  November, 
1840.  In  the  meantime,  the  evidence  shews  that  a 
village  had  grown  up  on  these  400  acres.  Churches 
have  heen  built  there ;  houses,  shops,  mills  and  manu*- 
factories,  of  various  kinds ;  and  complicated  interests, 
as  we  must  suppose,  have  sprung  up.     Looking,  on  the 
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18M.  on^  ttidei  at  vhatarer  Mr.  Smyth  or  these  Tespondaiita 
h»ve  done  to  keep  .their  suppoged  interest  ftlive,  »ii4, 
OA  the  other,  at  what  has  been  done  by  them  by  whioh 
it  i«  stated  to  hay«  been  eompvemised,  I  do  not  think 
t^t  tibis  is  a  case  in  vhidi  a  coneern  of  snoti  inagsitiide 
s}ioid4  ^  unsettled  by  allowing  redeni|ition. 

'  {t  is  t|rae»  there  is  no  absolute  har  by  lapse  of  tinie ; 
foPt  ii^der  tf^e  faota  of  su<A  a  oasei  in  fisgland}  time 
would  l)a^^  begun  to  run  only  when  Smjfih  went  out  of 
po^ie^ttony  in  1825, 1  believ^-r-fifteen  or  sixteen  years 
b^p^  the  bill  was  filed.  It  i^  true,  too,  that  tike  deeds 
by  which  tikis  property  has  been  teapsferred  fron  one  to 
another,  till  it  came  to  Stmpsonj  do  not  on  the  face  of 
then^  prp&ss  to  convey  an  unqualified  interest ;  and  it 
is  srgued  tbitt  that  shews  their  knowledge  of  the 
n(<M?tgage.  That  they  kbew  of  it,  there  is  n^  doubt, 
and  pf  what  bad  taken  place  after  it.  So  &r  as  ikt^ 
ja4gn««t  ^  material,  t^ere  is  no  doubt  about  it  They  probably 
blew  all,  or  moat  of  what  we  now  hzow;  bat  I  shookl 
lay  llttl0  stress  on  tbe  form  of  these  deeds— they  all 
follow  the  form  of  that  which  die  shertf  had  given  to 
Mr.  Jme^.  Each  would  naturally  convey  the  estate  in. 
no  more  absolute  form  than  he  received  it;  and  die 
form  of  the  sheriff  >  deed  was  not  peculiar^-*it  waa  aneh 
as  is  usually  given  upon  all  sales  of  laftd  in  earooition. 
The  sheriff  only  pretends  to  assign  whatever  intereat 
the  debtor  may  have.  His  deed  was  probably  looked 
to  here  as  the  foundation  of  tbe  title;  and  it  was 
natural  the  snbsequent  deeds  should  conform  to  it.  It 
was  incumbent  on  each  successive  purchaser  to  considtt*, 
and  enquire,  and  judge  for  himself.  If  they  ocmduded — 
as  I  suppose  they  did  when  they  were  paying  such  large 
sums — that  they  might  rely  on  Smyth  not  being  allomd 
to  disturb  them  by  any  court  of  equity,  which  might 
possibly  be  establised  after  all  that  had  occurred,  I  think 
they  judged  reasonably.  And  if  they  should  be  disturbed 
now,  and  there  should  be  injustice  in  allowing  it  at  this 
late  day  and  under  the  particular  circumstances  before 
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OS,  then  I  think,  looking  at  the  proyision  which  the    1846. 
legislature  has  made  in  the  11th  clause  of  the  Chancery 
Act,  we  should  be  responsible  for  that  injustice. 

The  decree  does  not  contemplate  saving  W.  Simpson 
and  Ward  from  the  loss  of  their  purchase  money ;  and 
it  could  not  save  them  from  other  losses,  of  which  no 
account  .could  be  taken.  They  must  be  supposed  to 
have  disposed  of  what  they  have  soli,  and  to  have  done 
what  they  have  done,  in  a  great  measure  with  a  view  to 
improve  the  value  of  the  remainder  of  the  land,  which 
this  decree  would  take  from  them.  I  do  not  see  how 
any  decree  could  be  framed  that  would*  place  them  in  a 
just  position,  unless  it  can  be  held  that  they  deserve  to 
bear  the  losses  I  have  stated,  which,  under  the  circum- 
stances, I  do  not  think  they  do.  The  decree,  in  other 
parts,  is  admitted  to  be  such  as  cannot  be  supported  and 
carried  into  f  ffect ;  and  I  think  it  manifestly  could  not, 
in  several  points.  It  has  been  urged  that  we  could 
model  it  as  we  pleased,  under  the  extensive  powers  of 
the  statute;  that  we  could  give  compensation  so  full 
and  particular  as  to  embrace  every  thing,  though  it  is 
admitted  that  that  might  leave  hardly  a  surplus  of 
interest  worthy  of  redeeming,  or  at  least  might  make 
redemption  impractibable.  This  would  be  acting  some- 
what on  the  same  principle  that  the  importation  of 
certain  goods  is  often  prevented,  by  laying  on  duties 
that  amount  to  a  prohibition :  but  I  think  it  would  be  a 
much  more  proper  and  respectable  course  to  give  the 
protection  directly  and  effectually,  by  not  allowing  the 
position  of  the  parties  to  be  changed,  where  such  injury 
and  inconvenience  must  follow. 

I  do  not  consider  that  what  James  Simpson  may 
have  done  in  making  roads,  or  any  thing  of  that  kind, 
is  connected  with  the  case ;  for  that  was  done  by  him  as 
a  contractor,  for  facilitating  his  work  on  the  canal  i» 
getting  supplied,  &c.,  and  it  was  before  he  had  an 
interest  in  this  property.    Neither  do  I  think  that  the 
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1846.  making  the  Cahal,  so  ia,t  as  tiiki  biUt  ehhknedd  the 
value  of  thb  land,  is  afa  improvement  in  vaid6,  hf 
any  thing  that  the  mortgaged,  Hhi^t  ordinary  cif  ctlm- 
stances,  could  claim  credit  for.  The  mere  water  power 
dbes  not  seem  to  havfe  been  rendered  better  by  the 
canal,  but  rather  otherwise. 

On  the  whole,  I  think,  when  there  has  be6n  so  much 
liberal  indulgetlce  on  the  one  side,  and  So  much  indiffb- 
*rence  and  want  of  exertion  on  the  other — ho  direct 
offer  to  redeem  till  the  bill  fikd— aft  the  effort  mad^  to 
foreclose  that  was  in  the  powfer  of  the  other  party — an 
apparent  submission  to  the  effect  of  that  effort,  by 
giving  up  possession — heW  and  gr^at  intere'sts  sptan^ 
lip  under  the  view  of  these  respondents  and  their 
ancestor,  without  remonstrance  or  attemjpt  to  chebk  it — 
that  iire  ought  not  now  to  let  thes^  reSpohdentfi  in  to 
redeem,  because  they  represent  kn  interest  which  their 
JtSgMii  devisor,  while  he  held  it,  was  willing  to  part  with  for 
£20  or  £30,  and  couli  get  hd  one  to  give  him  that 
for  it. 

I  do  not  ascribe  k  decisive  effect  to  the  sale  ilhder 
execution  alone ;  if  that  was  all  that  cbuld  be  shewn,  it 
should  depend  on  other  circumstances  whether  It  should 
have  any  weight  or  none.  l76r  do  I  consider  tbe  great 
rise  of  value,  under  tne  facts  proved,  to  be  an  advantage 
of  ^hich  th6  ihbrtgagee  ik  iiitltled,  aa  of  course,  to 
reap  the  benefit.  {  look  at  all  the  citcuthitahcfed, 
&e  claim  to  rede^ih,  the  difficult^  of  i'edeemihg,  the 
cbndact  of  the  ^arti6»,  th^  rights  khd  ihteVesta  kxii 
convenience  of  others,  perhaps,  ev^h  iti  aome  i^nse, 
the  public  convenience,  the  hopes  that  opening  the 
titl%  under  ^ch  circu'ihstances  mtght  giv6  to  others,  who 
noW  mbi^  jtx&tl^  allo^  inktters  to  repose  as  they  i^re,  I 
ifrould  not  attetfapt  to  la;J'  down  any  inflexible  ^rihcipfei 
for  actiiig  oh  the  discretionary  pow6r  gjVen  b^  the  a6t. 
It  Wbtild  be  particularly  unwise  to  do  sb.  Each  case 
must  bre  ioblled  at  %ith  all  its  attendant  bircumstances ; 
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no  oxiQ  of  wl^ah,  if  it  dtood  alone*  might  l^^  a  reasonable  1840. 
gronnd  Cpr  withholding  redempjciop,  though  al],  together, 
n/ij  afford  reaaoos  irrf^iatibl^.  Tbf  exercise  of  a  larg^ 
diacretionarjr  anthoritj  of  this  kind  is  the  most  irksom^ 
df  parti)9.^t  of  judicial  daty.  Ko  court  could  desire  t9 
hf  intn{9);^  with  it ;  but  I  think  the  legislature  would 
baT^  ^cted  1119,01191^^^1^1/  if  they  had  not,  undft  thf 
P^ttUar  drpamf tancesy  coinmitt^d  it  to  aom?  quarter ; 
fijod  I  d^  not  )cnow  where  it  cQuld  .hjave  bf ep  pop^ 
pr9p^l7  ?,e^4  ^h«^  Uf  tb^  Court  of  Chancery,  witli  the 
pj^Wfr  of  app^a^  ^  thy.  jodicial  pommiftee  pf  tjbio 
PfivyCpuDcU- 

Whfn  I  said  that  I  think  we  ahoold  be  careful  not 
fp  9tj^ippt  to  limit  the  e^rercise  ^  the  discretionary 
po^fT  g^ven  by  the  11th  f^ans^e  by  j^ny  inflexible  rifles, 
>  I  Ijuju^  it  n^yi^/rtheless  in  my  mind^  that  jthere  is  o^e 
priAC^e  wbic^  if  .wjpuld  ^(^v^  xeaspnabW  ^0  lay  liomn 
a^  a  g^nprfd  nple,  to  ^  observed  in  ^cfing  upp.u  t}>aj 
plf^se,  ff^^lj^  th^t  OAe  of  th^  two  p«rtjl?^  tp  a  mortr 
gage  phoald  not  be  suffered  to  gain  »  ppsitiye  %dvantag^ 
fp  Toifffffif  gr.eatly  ^t  the  e^pefli^e  9/  th?  other,  mv^^3 
&pm  the  absence  .of  an  equitable  jurisdiction ;  whic)^ 
9^flt»gft  it  pxay  fppe^ir  clearly  b^  if9iU(^  ppt  hare  bed 
if  there  had  been  such  a  jurisdiction  established,  ^ow 
here,  on  the  side  of  the  mortgagee,  it  seems  evident 
thftt,  j£  there  had  be^i^  i^  court  of  e^ui^ty  open  from 
1811  to  1827,  be  or  his  as^igae^  iiev^e):  would  have 
allowed  Mr.  Smyth  to  keep  Kis  equity  of  redemption 
9Mn.  They  jgave,  by  thw  cpn^uct^  every  <eY|df»ce 
that  tlvpy  would  not ;  thpy  did  a^  much  as  they  could 
tOKArdp  foreclofiing ;  and  after  what  yras  in  fact  done,  it 
vodd  be  unreasonable  to  suppose  that,  if  Mr.  Jones  or 
Htcocky  or  Simpson  and  Ward^  had  had  the  opportunity 
of  going  to  a  court  of  equity  for  that  purpose,  they 
would  have  acted  as  they  did,  without  foreclosing ;  they 
would  surely  not  have  left  it  in  Mr.  Smyth's  power  to 
file  in  effect  a  bill  to  redeem  against  a  whole  village, 
snbjficting  tl\emselves  to  ruinous  losses  and  to  disappoint- 
ments that  might  be  irreparable. 
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1846.  On  the  other  hand,  what  is  there  in  the  evidence  to 
shew  that,  if  there  had  been  a  court  of  equity  open  in 
this  province  from  1811  to  this  moment,  the  opportuni- 
ties of  Mr.  Smyth  to  preserve  his  estate  would  have  been 
better  than  they  were  under  the  circumstances  that 
existed  ?  It  is  clear  that,  for  nearly  sixteen  years  after 
default  in  paying  the  debt,  redemption  would  havo  been 
gladly  allowed  at  any  time  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  "without  the  aid  of  any  court ;  and 
though  soon  after  that  time  the  circumstances  of  the 
property  came  to  be  very  materially  changed,  yet  neither 
Mr.  Smythj  nor  the  respondents  after  his  death,  ever 
put  it  to  the  proof  whether  they  could  have  obtained 
without  a  court  of  equity,  whatever  such  a  court  could 
have  given  them.  They  never  went  forward  and  offered 
to  pay  their  debt,  and  have  not  shewn  that  they  were 
ever  able  to  do  so ;  and  when  they  saw  these  defendants ' 
and  their  vendees  expending  their  labour  and  money, 
and  wearing  out  their  lives  and  means  in  using  the 
property  as  their  own,  they  never  took  the  decided  step 
of  checking  them  in  the  course  they  were  pursuing,  by 
declaring  a  determination  to  apply  for  redemption,  till 
in  November,  1840,  they  filed  their  bill,  thirty  years 
after  the  land  bad  been  mortgaged,  and,  as  I  think,  for 
its  value.' 

These  being  the  facts,  my  opinion  is,  that  the  decree 
for  redemption  should  be  reversed,  and  the  bill  dismissed. 

Macaulat,  Hon.  J.  B.,  Ex.  C. — It  is  my  misfortune 
to  differ  from  the  learned  Chief  Justice  on  one  point ; 
and  whenever  I  am  so  unfortunate,  I  differ  with  great 
regret,  humility,  and  distrust  of  my  own  judgment.  My 
excuse  is,  that  while  I  sit  here  it  is  my  duty  to  form  an 
opinion ;  and  that,  whatever  that  opinion  may  be,  the 
parties  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it,  and  that  it  is 
incumbent  on  me  to  give  them  that  benefit. 

As  relates  to  the  appellants — adverse  to  whom  my 
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opinion  on  that  point  is  formed-^I  feel  and  confess  the    1846. 
whole  responsibility  of  such  an  opinion  to  .be  my  own ; 
for,  if  learning,  ability,  research  and  able  argument, 
could  have  guided  my  mind  to  a  different  conclusion, 
they  have  had  the  full  benefit  thereof. 

The  first  point  is  the  efieot  of  the  sale  by  the  sheriff  of 
iJohnstown,  upon  the  equity  of  redemption.  The  ordi- 
nary style  of  writs  of  fieri  facial  against  lands,  commands 
the  sheriff  to  levy  the  amount  ^'  of  the  lands  and  tene- 
ments ''  of  the  debtpr ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  lan- 
guage of  the  one  referred  to  in  this  case  was  otherwise 
worded.  It  was  admitted  in  the  argument,  that  the  terms 
of  the  5th  Geo.  II.,  ch.  7,  namely,  houses,  lands,  and 
other  hereditaments  and  real  '^  estate,"  were  comprehen- 
sive enough  to  embrace  equitable  interests ;  and  that  the 
word  ^^  lands  "  may  include  an  equity  of  redemption. 
Assuming  this  to  be  so,  the  writ  authorised  in  effect  the 
sale  of  such  an  interest^  if  it  could  be  disposed  of  under  jad^ant. 
such  an  execution  by  a  court  of  law.  The  sheriff 's  deed 
does  not  restrict  the  sale  to  the  equity  of  redemption ; 
it  makes  no  allusion  to  any  mortgage  or  incumbrance ; 
it  recites  the  seizure  of  the  two  lots  of  land  in  question, 
and  then  conveys  all  the  right,  title,  interest,  property, 
daim  and  demand  of  the  debtor  ( Thomcu  Smyth)  therem. 
The  deed  is,  therefore,  also,  comprehensive  enough  to 
include  the  equity  of  redemption,  if  saleable.  Whether 
it  formed  the  express  subject  of  sale,  or  whether  Mr. 
Charles  Jones  bid  £105  as  for  the  whole  premises,  or 
merely  for  the  equity  of  redemption ;  and  whether  the 
sum  of  £105  was  ever  paid  by  him  to  the  sheriff  or  to 
Smythy  as  a  surplus  above  the  mortgage  debt;  or 
whether  it  was  retained  by  him,  and  applied  in  reduction 
only  of  the  mortgage,  leaving  the  balance  still  due  by 
Smyihy  does  not  appear.  The  sheriff 's  deed  acknow- 
ledges the  pnyment,  as  for  all  Smyth's  interest,  and  no 
more  is  said  on  the  subject.  As  to  the  real  fact,  there 
is  no  proof  that  the  £105,  or  any  part  of  it,  was  paid,  or 
treated  otherwise  than  as  a  credit  of  so  much  in  Smith's 


fj^pVouTy  ttppn  the  judgment  or  mortgage  d^bt.  The 
object  of  the  sale  no  doubt  was^  to  take  from  Smyth  all 
r^emair^ing  interest,  and  to  transfer  it  to  the  purchaser ; 
and  jcoold  it  have  such  effect,  the  equitable  interest 
uniting  with  the  legal  estate  alre^idj  in  M^.  /onfjt,  tljif 
estate  would  have  become  absolute  in  him. 

The  effect  of  thi^  sheriff's  sale  is  a  question  thajt 
properly  arises  in  a  court  of  equity;  there  being  no 
legal  f  state  to  sell,  if  any  thing  passed  it  piust  have  bee^ 
an  equitable  interest;  for  I  do  not  think  that,  by  any 
construction,  the  legal  estate  can  be  held  to  bf  embraced 
by  reas9n  of  an  implied  assent  of  the  mortgagee,  that 
};he  whole  estate,  legal  and  eq\^itable,  shomd  be  ^o]d. 
The  sheriff  could  not  shift  the  legal  estate;  that  could 
oi^ly  be  ^one  by  the  mortgage  himself,  or  his  assignee . 

Many  arguments  wer«  urged  f^  and  against  (Aie 
^idenay  of  tfaesheriff  's  sale  to  pass  Ae  eqoi^  of  redemp- 
i^SfSff^  tioQ ;  and  doubtless  such  an  effect  has  been  allowed  to 
writs  of  fi*  fa.  in  other  countries,  where  tbe  statute  6 
Gbso.  p.,  A^  T,  was  ju  operation.  Bat  the  eases  dted 
^•em  to  kave  dctemjoied  against  it.  in  Burd(m  v. 
<2&Riie%,  (a^tiie  Lord  Gba&cellor  sajw,  ^^  In.liie  present 
cfse  there  is  only  an  equity  <^  redempti^a  iaoi  the  debtor 
in  the  leasehold  estate ;  and  an  txecuiian  lodged  .wiHuot 
affeet  this,  as  the  legal  est^  is  sm  the  mortgagee.''  (f) 

I  Giannot  satisfactorily  distinguish  betwej^^  ^\9^fi  cf^oa 
j^ppli^d  to  equities  of  redemption  in  lea^hpU  estates, 
^l»d  tibp  present.  They  apply  in  prisioipl^.  One  rei»on 
why  an  execution  ^  law  cannot  attach  upon  such 
f^rx  iAterest  is,  that  it  constitutes  equitable  assets.  If 
liable  to  be  disposed  of  under  a  fi.  fa.  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  mortgagor,  it  would  be  assets  after  his 
death,  and  as  such  be  disposable  in  like  manner.  But, 
being  equitable  assets,  it  is  only  properly  administered 

{^)  8  Atk.  789. 

(&)  Lyster  y.  Polland,  8  Bro.  G.  G.  478 ;  Scott  y.  fioholey,  8  East. 
466;  MttcalfoY.  Scholey,  2  N.  B.  461;  Doe  Webster  y.  Fltsgerald, 
Q.  B.  U.  C. 


in  ft  Whrl  of  ^idfy^  and  dtstribntable  as  eqnitaMe  sttefe  IBM. 
lijpoii  ft  different  prmci^le  than  that  Whieh  ^kpplies  to 
\^§A  assets.  I^tirihermor^,  tipoh  a  plea  of  plene  MMiM- 
d^rttvtf  and  isaue^  th^  executor  or  admibiirtraior  k 
^titttd  to  a  rerdict,  upon  proof  of  tbe  dne  administration 
of  the  legal  aaeeta ;  and  it  %onld  be  no  answer  ftiat 
there  were  ec[iiitaUe  assets ;  fbr,  as  tp  them,  tfce  Creditor 
might  ftbt  be  ^htitled  te  the  satoe  priority.  I  donftidef' 
the  sheriff's  i«Ie,  th^i'efore,  inoperatire ;  and,  if  so, 
nothing  paetsed ;  and  it  being  roid,  the  equity  of 
redemption  remained  where  it  Was  before.  If  the  sale 
had  no  effect  npon  such  equity,  no  equitable  right  could 
aeetue  to  the  purchaser  under  it.  It  remains,  therefore, 
only  as  a  cireumstand^  in  the  case  which  influeneed  the 
aets  and  Mndnct  of  the  pte-tieb«  nhder  a  mietakt^ 
supposition  that  it  had,  or  might  be  afterwards  decide 
to  hate  had)  an  effect  oh  the  estate,  which,  it  neW  turns 
out,  it  had  not.  It  is,  therefore,  as  respects  fthy 
equitable  consideration's,  merely  k  cireumshktieb  IhSU'i^  jmnma^ 
endng  both  parties — Uie  ihortgagor  and  the  ateigfa^  of 
UiH  sknrtgage^^undef  a  misapprehension  of  its  ^eal 
eireets  upon  thehr  rdspeetiv^  rights. 

A6  Iregards  the  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  I  €dncM 
Mif  ih  what  has  fkllen  from  his  Lordship  the  O&ief 
Justice. 

It  k  fiekt  to  be  6bniidei^d,  whether  by  IMf  fte 
resp^ftdftnts  ixi  ^fitbppM  from  redieemihg,  6wii&^  ts  k^ 
of  foe,  Mquiesoene^  cir  Otherwise,  apaH  from  ttb  Tth 
Wai;  Vt.,  eh.  2,  sei.  11 ;  ^kfid  if  not,  tfaM,  -^hithb^  thit  ^ 

d&tUto  ^eatb  in  the  couK  a  Wider  discretion,  under  Which 
th^  ftky  be  ^elud^d. 

The  11th  bActton  of  the  Chancery  Act  is  to  hh  cotAmihi 
ift  tire  abktra6t,  and  the  powers  it  confers  ddt^mited, 
without  regard  to  any  particular  case  ;  and  I  bhall  BrM 
consrd^r  it.  The  argument  of  inconrenienci  Iras  strongly 
^fcpA  in  favour  of  a  i^tridt  construction,  in  ett^nsi6&  6f 
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1846,  its  provisions,  against  as  well  as  in  favour  of  relief; 
but,  admitting  the  force  of  such  arguments^  it  is  to  be 
remembered  wo  are  to  expound,  not  make,  a  law;  and 
that,  whatever  discretion  is  vested  in  us  by  law,  is  a 
judicial  discretion,  to  be  interpreted  and  exercised 
according  to  established  rules  and  principles  of  con- 
struction, and  in  subservience  to  the  rights  and  interests 
of  the  litigant  parties  for  whom  a  right,  legal  or  equitable, 
is  prima  facie  established — the  onus  of  subverting  it  is 
upon  the  opposite  side,  and  the  power  to  overturn  it  is 
to  be  cautiously  exercised. 

An  equity  of  redemption  is  in  equity  regarded  as  the 
estate  itself,  and  the  mortgage  thereof  a  pledge  only ; 
and  the  law  of  England  in  relation  to  mortgages  is,  in 
connexion  with  dur  statute  law  on  the  same  subject,  to 
be  borne  in  mind,  and,  when  referred  to,  both  will  be 
found  to  display  a  solicitude  (I  might  almost  say 
JudgBMit.  unreasonable)  in  favour  of  mortgagors.  I  am  myself 
friendly  to  the  statutes  of  repose ;  as  a  legisktor,  I 
would,  if  any  thing,  have  made  them  more  stringent 
than  they  are  in  favour  of  quieting  possessions ;  and, 
among  other  things,  I  would,  in  passing  the  Chancery 
Act,  have  had  no  scruples  in  giving  effect  to  all  sheriff's 
sales  under  circumstances  like  the  present — subject  to 
exception  in  peculiar  cases,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court — ^making  the  want  of  effect  in  such  sales  the 
exception,  instead  of  leaving  it  universal,  as  it  now  is  ; 
and  I  so  intimated,  I  think,  in  my  answers  to  a  series  of 
questions  put  to  me  by  a  committee  of  the  Legislative 
Council,  when  the  Chancery  Act  was  under  consideration. 
•  The  value  of  real  estate  in  Upper  Canada  in  by-gone 
years,  compared  with  its  value  in  more  recent. periods^ 
and  a  knowledge  of  the  large  extent  to  which  it  has  been 
made  an  article  of  commerce,  as  it  were,  and  the  loose 
and  careless  way  in  which  in  times  past  sales  have  been 
completed,  and  imperfect  titles  ignorantly  accepted, 
and  other  considerations,  press  strongly  in  favour  of 
liberal  legislative  provisions  to  confirm  titles. taken  bona 


J^€.  for  VEliie,  and.  mpposed  to  be  Ttlid.  It  is,  l^oif^er, 
thepromoe  of  the  legislatnre,  :^nd  not  of  the^coorupf 
!^«f^Ge|,  irbose  roles  of  decision  axe  prescribed. 

In  endeavoming  to  interpret  the  11th  sec^on  of  J 
Will.  lY.,  eh.  2, 1  hsve  tried  to  snalyse  it,  by  aeparating 
that  which  relates  to  .  morf^gagojcs  .fro;n  wh^t ,  ^Utes  to 
mortgagees.  This  I  think  %  correct  coarse,  and  weU 
^calcnlated  Xf)  present  a  clear  riew  of  the  s^Y^ral  portions 
'applicable,  to  ?aeh  respectiveljr-  Had  the  prorisio^s  of 
4i^  clai^se  bjpen  divided  (gr.tbe  le^latore  into  two 
distinct  9ectioQS>  they  wonll  be  constnied.  together ;  u4 
I  do. not  perc^iTe  that.tiie/  wonld  have  less  force, ^ 
separated,  in  relation  to  each  other,  than  th^j  h^ye, 
blended  as  they  are  in  one  clause,  I  would  refer  to  the 
State,  of  .the  bw  at  the  tijnejt  was  adopted,  and  to  the 
JTiJes  |^,^hiph  statates  are  to  be  constmed;  aosne  of 
which,  not. inapplicable,  are  mentioned  by  me  in  the 
fi^  of  Qardnp'  v.  Qardnerj  cited  in  the  argon^t. 

In  addition  to  the  law  of  England,  the  statnte  law  of 
this  province,  on  the  4th  of  Marclw  1837,  was  to  the 
following  effect : 

By  31  Geo.  m.,  ch.  31,  sec.  43,  ''AH  lands  granted 
in  Upper  Canada  shall  be  granted  in  free  and  common 
sQCcage,  in  like  manner  as  lands  are  holden  in  England 
in  free  and  common  soccage.*^ 

.  82  Geo.  IIL,  ch.  1,  sec.  3,  directs  that  ''In  all 
matters  of  controversy  relative  to  propeirty  and  civU 
rights,  resort  shall  be  had  to  the  law  of  England,  as  the 
rale  for  the  decision  of  the  same  ;"  and,  by 

7  WilL  IV.,  ch.  2,  sec.  2,  the  Conrt  of  Chancery  is 
given  jurisdiction  in  all  matters  relating  to  mortgages. 

Sec  6. — "  The  rules  of  decision  shall  be  the  same  as 
govern, the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England*" 
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1846.       Statate  4  Will  IV.,  ch.  1,  sec.  16,  enacts  tUt  "No 

^^^  person  shall  make  entry  or  bring  an  action  for  lands, 

am%i.    ^"^  within  twenty  years  next  after  the  time  at  Which  the 

right  to  make  such  entry,  or  to  bring  each  action,  first 

accrued." 

*    Sec.  17,  mainly  upon  eonditiom  broken. 

Sec.  19. — ^^^In  cases  of  tenants  at  will,  the  right 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  accrued  at  the  determination  of 
Buch  tenancy,  or  at  the  end  of  one  year  after  the 
commencement  of  such  tenancy ;  pravidedj  no  mortgager 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  tenant  at  will,  within  this  clause, 
to  hb  mortgagee." 

See.  82. — "  No  person  claiming  any  land  in  equity 
shall  bring  any  suit  to  recorer  the  same,  but  within  the 
period  during  which,  by  the  prorisions  of  this  act,  he 
jttdtoMBt  might  have  made  entry  or  brought  an  action  to  recover 
the  same,  if  he  had  been  entitled  at  law  to  such  estate, 
interest  or  right,  in  or  to  the  same,  as  he  shall  claim 
therein  in  equity." 

Sec.  85. — "Nothing  in  this  act  to  interfere  with  any 
rule  or  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity,  in  refusing 
relief,  on  the  ground  of  acquie$eenee  or  othenme,  to 
any  person  whose  right  to  bring  a  suit  may  not  be 
barred  by  virtue  of  this  act." 

Sec.  86. — "When  a  mortgagee  shall  have  obtained 
possession  of  the  land,  the  mortgagor  shall  not  bring 
a  suit  to  redeem,  but  within  twenty  years  next  after  the 
time  at  which  the  mortgagor  obtained  such  possession, 
unless  in  the  meantime  the  right  be  acknowledged  in 
writing." 

Sec.  48.-—"  No  action,  or  other  proceedingy  shall  be 
brought  to  recover  any  sum  of  money  eecured  hy  any 
mortgage^  j^ipnmtj  Uen  or  otherwise,  charged  upon. 
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or  payable  oat  of,  any  land,  at  law  or  ^n  equitjf^  but  1846. 
within  twenty  years  next  after  the  present  right  to 
recover  the  same  shall  have  accrued/'  &c.,  nnless  part 
paid  or  acknowledged,  &c.  ^^  Provided,  that  in  respect 
to  persons  now  entitled  to  an  equity  of  redemptioui 
the  right  to  bring  such  action,  or  to  pursue  a  remedy  for 
the  same,  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  extinguished  or 
barred  by  lapse  of  time,  until  the  expiration  of  five 
years  from  the  time  that  an  equitable  jurisdiction  shall 
be  established-^provided  that  shall  happen  within  ten 
years." 

4  Will.  lY.,  ch.  16,  makes  a  certificate  of  redemption 
equivalent  to  a  re-conveyance;  ^'provided  that  such 
certificate,  if  given  after  the  expiration  of  the  period 
within  which  the  mortgagor  had  a  right  in  equity  to 
redeem,  shall  not  have  the  effect  of  defeating  any  title, 
other  than  a  title  remaining  vested  in  the  mortgagee,  his 
heirs,  executors  or  administrators." 

Such  being  the  state  of  the  law,  the  eleventh  section 
of  7  Will.  lY.,  ch.  2,  recites  that  the  law  of  England 
was  at  an  early  period  introduced  into  this  province, 
and  had  continued  to  be  the  rule  of'  decision ;  and  at 
the  same  time^  for  want  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction: 


it  has  not  been  in  the  power 
of  mwigageei  to  forsehie. 


mortgagw9y  bemg  out  of 
possession,  have  been  un- 
able to  avail  themselves  of 
their  equity  of  redemption. 


And,  in  consequence  of  the  want  of  these  remedies  (or 
this  remedy) 


their  rights  may  be  found 
to  be  attended  with  peculiar 
equitable  considerations,  in 
regard  to  compensation  for 
improvements, 


their  rights  may  be  found 
to  be  attended  with  peculiar 
equitable  considerations,  in 
respect  to  the  right  to  re- 
deem. 


depending  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case  \  and  a 


df  err6r  and'  Ap^kAti  reports! 

184d'  s€rict  application  of  the  rules  estal)lidhed  in  England 
might  be  attended  with  injustice;  ^^ Be  it  thereftn'e 
enaetedy  that  the  yice-Chancellor  of  the  said  court  shall 
have  power  and  authority,  in  all  cases '  of  mortgages' 
become  absolute  af  law,  before  the  (4th  day  of  March^ 
18^7,)  by  failiye  of  performance  of  the  condition,  to 
make  such  order  and  decree. 


in  respect  to  foreclosure, 
and  with  regard  to  compen- 
sation for  improvements, 
and  generally  with  respect 
to  the  righU  and  claims  of 
the  mortgagee  J 


in  respect  to  redsmptim^ 
and  generally  with'  respect 
to  the  rights  and  claims  of 
the  mortgagor  J 


as   may  appear   just  and    reasonable,   und^r'  all    th^ 
circumstances  of  the  case." 

The  &st  part  of  the  recital  states  merely  two  facts^ 
jodgiBftBt  b^^  ^^^  mode  of  expression  is  peculiar,  and  indicates 
the  inducement  to  the  enactment  which  follows:  it 
stated  th^t  it  had  not  been  in  the  power  ormortgiiig^ed 
to  foreclose,  and  th4t  mortgagors  out  of  jfossession  had . 
not  been  able  to  avail  theifiselves  of  their  eqHity  of 
redemption* ;  and  as  a  consequence  of  the  wi^nt  of  these 
remedies,  that  their  rights  (that  is,  to  foreclose  or 
redeeW)  might  be  attended  with'  peculiar  equftaWc 
cohsid^rafionsi  in  respect  to  compensation  fbr  iniprove- 
mehts,'ahd-*i6  rfeSpcct  to  the  right  to  redeem.  So  far 
as  the  re'dtal  i^a*  kejr  to  the  interpretation  of  a  statute^ 
the  present  shews  very  plainly  in  what  respects  it  was 
appteliended  peculiar  equitable  considerations  mi'glit  ' 
arise,  namely,  in  relation  to  mortgagees  claiming'  for 
improvements,  on  the  one  band,  and  mortgagors  seeking 
redemption,  on;  the  other.  It  then  adds,  that  a  strict 
application  of  the  rules  established  in  England  might 
be  attended  with  injustice.  This  implies  that  the 
injustice  was  to  be  apprehended  from  the  strict  applica- 
tion of  the  law  of  England ;  but  the  time,  so  far  as  the 
mer^  lapse'  of  tiitia  is  concerned,  within  which  foreclosure 
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or  redemption  coald  be  obtained,  was  and  is  regulated  1S46. 
by  tbe  provincial  statnte  4  Wm.  IV.,  cb.  1,  and  not  by 
tbe  mles  establisbed  in  England ;  and  I  do  not  see  tbat 
this  eleventh  section  oveMdes  tbat  act,  so  as  to  empower 
the  coQtt  to  dispense  with  or  alter  its  provisions;  in 
other  words,  to  refuse  foreclosure  or  redemption  within 
twenty  years  after  the  time  shall  have  commenced 
nmning,  merely  by  reason  of  the  lapse  of  time; 
whether  therefore  a  mortgagor  or  mortgagee  pursues  his 
remedy  in  due  time,  is  to  be  decided  by  a  reference  to 
the  above-mentioned  statute  {a).  The  85th  section  of 
that  statute,  however,  enacts,  that  it  shall  not  interfere 
with  any  rule  or  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity,  in 
refusing  relief  on  the  ground  of  acquiescence  or 
otherwise.  Taking  then  the  rule  of  acquiescence,  it 
would  seem  clear  that,  in  relation  thereto,  the  rule  in 
England  may  be  relaxed,  so  as  to  admit  a  mortgagor  to 
redeem,  although  strictly  precluded  on  that  ground. 
The  question  of  difficulty  is,  whether,  if  entitled  to  judgment, 
redeem,  notwithstanding  the  strict  application  of  the 
rules  of  England,  a  stricter  rule  can  be  applied  to 
prevent  it  ?  and,  generally,  whether  either  party,  being 
entitled  to  foreclose  or  redeem  by  the  strict  application 
of  the  rules  established  in  Engtand,  such  right  can  be 
curtiuled  by  the  application  of  a  stricter  rule.  The 
argument  is,  that  relaxation  in  favour  of  one  party, 
must  have  a  contrary  effect  as  against  the  other,  and 
that  in*  reliction  to  acquiescence,  facts  and  circumstances 
falling  short  of  it  by  the  rule  in  England,  may  be  held 
to  amount  to  it  here,  to  prevent  a  redemption  within  the' 
twenty  years  aHowdd  by  the  statnte  of  4  Wm.  IV.,  ch. 
1,  and  in  like  manner  in  relation  to  any' other  rule  in 
&gland,  that  it  may  hd  extended  in  favour  of,  or 
restrieted  ag^nst  either  party,  as  may  appear  jast  and 
reasonable. 

The  ulterior  view  is,  that  this  clause  intended  that  the 

V  ; 1 »        I     ■      ■       "       ...  - ^ 

(a)  In  tb6'eT6nt  of  the  timo  haviog  expired,  a  question  might  arise' 
wbBUifl^  under  the  e^nity  of  see.  11,  it  could'  be  opened  and  MieT 
granted,  althongh  the  statute  4  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  1,  would  otherwise  ha?e 
operated  as  a  bar. 
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1846.  court  should  not  be  restricted  to  the  rules  in  England  at 
ally  but  that  occasional  exceptions  might  be  made,  or  a 
new  rule  pro  hac  vice  be  adopted  in  granting  or  refusing 
relief,  under  circumstances  in  which,  by  the  rules  estab- 
lished in  England,  applied  strictly  or  even  liberally,  it 
would  not  be  warranted ;  in  short,  that  each  case  may 
be  disposed  of  according  to  its  own  merits,  as  may  appear 
just  and  reasonable,  without  regard  to  the  nature  of  the 
relief  soi^ht,  or  to  the  rules  established  in  England. 

To  a  certain  extent  I  can  perceive  a  discretion  vested 
in  the  courts  here,  to  expand  or  modify  the  rules  which 
govern  the  courts  in  England,  in  favour  of  the  rights 
and  claims  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  but  the  limits 
to  that  discretion  are  not  clear.  It  is  contended,  it  may 
extend  to  abridge  the  rights  of  either  party,  as  well  as 
to  extend  them,  by  granting  or  refusing  relief  on  broader 
or  narrower  grounds  than  in  England :  whether  it  be 
so,  depends  upon  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  section 
in  question.  Being  a  remedial  clause,  it  is  to  be  con- 
strued liberally ;  but  in  what  respect  is  it  remedial  ?  It 
is  so  in  regard  to  either  party  that  may  require  its  aid.  It 
may  favour  the  mortgagee  in  respect  to  foreclosure,  com- 
pensation for  improvements,  and  generally  with  respect 
to  his  rights  and  claims.  It  may  favour  the  mortgagor 
in  respect  to  redemption,  and  generally  with  respect  to 
his  rights  and  claims ;  and  where  one  is  favoured  it  must 
necessarily  be  at  the  expense  of  the  other.  The  extent 
and  nature  of  such  favour  is  the  point  of  doubt.  It  is 
no  favour  to  apply  a  stricter  rule  against  the  party  seek- 
ing relief,  than  would  be  authorised  in  England :  it  con- 
verts a  remedial  into  an  irremedial  act:  it  is  not  a 
benign,  but  a  rigid  and  forced  application  of  it.  It  is* 
extending  a  favour  to  the  opposite  party,  subversive  of 
the  right  to  the  relief  sought,  and  incompatible  with  an 
equal  respect  to  the  rights  of  both.  A  mortgagee  seek- 
ing foreclosure,  or  any  other  relief,  may  not  be  entitled 
to  what  he  asks,  according  to  the  strict  rule :  in  such  an 
event  the  rule  may  be  relaxed  in  his  favour.     A  mort- 
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gagor,  seeking  redemption^  may  reqnire  a  similar  indul-  1846. 
gence.  -Here  each  party  in  turn  may  experience  an 
ameliorative  application  of  the  mles  in  Englahd.  It  is 
the  reverse  of  this  to  refuse  the  relief  by  a  more  stringent 
application  of  the  rules  of  equity ;  not  to  unbend  them 
in  favour  of  the  party  requiring  relief ;  but  to  tighten 
them  against  him  to  his  prejudice :  to  say  to  a  mortgagee, 
you  are  clearly  entitled  to  foreclosure  by  the  English 
rules,  but  it  would  be  unjust  towards  the  mortgagor  to 
allow  it  upon  any  terms,  and  it  is  refused  ;  or  to  say  to 
a  mortgagor,  you  are  clearly  entitled  to  redeem  by  those 
rules,  but  it  would  be  unjust  towards  the  mortgagee  to 
allow  it  on  any  terms,  and  it  is  refused— is  to  apply  a 
stricter,  not  a  more  benign  rule  than  prevails  in  England. 
Is  it  making  a  just  and  reasonable  decree  in  respect  to 
foreelo9wrej  or  generally  with  respect  to  the  rights 
and  claims  of  the  mortgagee,  to  refuse  foreclosure  on 
any  terms,  where  he  is,  by  the  rules  of  England,  clearly 
entitled  to  it  ? 


JodSttSBt* 


Is  it  making  a  just  and  reasonable  decree,  in  respect 
to  redemption,  or  generally  in  respect  to  the  rights 
and  claims  of  the  mortgagary  to  refuse  redemption 
on  any  terms,  when,  by  the  rules  in  England,  he  is 
clearly  entitled  to  it?  How  can  a  rule  be  just  and 
reasonable  here,  which  is  more  rigid  than  the  rule  estab- 
lished in  England,  the  strict  application  of  which,  it  was. 
apprehended,  might  be  attended  with  injustice  ? 

The  appellants  contend  for  a' shifting  application  of  this 
clause  so  as  to  grant  or  refuse  foreclosure,  not  according 
to  the  rights  and  claims  of  the  mortgagee  when  seeking' 
relief,  but  of  the  mortgagor,  and  vice  versa.  Now  fore- 
closure* when  the  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  it  by  the  rules 
ui  England,  must  be  consistent  with  the  righii  of  the 
mortgagor.  So,  e  contra^  redemption,  when  the  mort« 
gagor  is  entitled  to  it  by  the  same  rules,  must  be  con- 
ristent  with  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee ;  so  that  the 
mortgagor  can  have  no  right  to  a  decree  against  fore- 
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1846.  clo99re  to.  which  the  mortgagee  is  entitled ;  nor  can.  the 
mortgagee  have  mj  right  to  a  decree  against  redemption, 
when  the  mortgagor  is  entitled  to  it.    If  this  be  a  correct 

Mew^then  it  depQn4s  upon  the^ claim  of  the  parties; 
and.surel/  a.mortgagor  could  not  ^claim  to .  have .  fore- 

^closure  refused,  or  the  mortgagee, cla^n  a, refusal  lof 

'redemption,  jf  clei^rly  the  right,  of  the  party  seeking  the 
rdief.    Consistently  with  these  rights  .there  ,ma7  well 

^e;ci9t.c^atf7)«.  on  the  other  side  for  favQurable  considjsra- 
tion,  to  be  granted  in  subservience  to  such  right;  but  to 
allow  a  daim  falling  short  of  a  bar  to  the  right,  to 
operate  as  a  bar  to  it,  looks  like  usurping  a  discretion, 
and. frustrating  the  reniedial  objects  cf  the  legislature, 
whicli  did  not  mean  to  take  awcgr.  existing ,  rights,  but 
only  to  subject  them  to  conditiops  ,or  terms  inadmissible 

liy^j^e  strict  rules  estabUshed  in Ungland. 

The  clause  [section  11]  empowers  the  court  to  mc^e 
jnd^tnt.  ^<^h  order  or  decree,  in  respect  to  foreclosure,  as  may 
'^  appear  just  and  reasonable,  having  regard  to  the  rigJUs 

and  claims  of  the  mortgagor.  Is  it  just  and  reasonable 
to  refuse  it  when  the  right  of  the  mortgagee  is  clei^, 
whatever  may  be  the  elaima^  falling  short  of  a  bar,  to 
that  right,  but  subordinate  to  it,  of  the  mortgagor  ?  So, 
as  respects  the  mortgagor,  is  it  just  and  reasonable  to 
refuse  redemption,  when  the  right  thereto  is  clear,  what- 
ever, may  be  the  claims  J  short  of  a  bar  to  that  right,  but 
'subordinate  to  it,  of  the  mortgagee  ?  If,  by  the  rules 
established  in.  England,  the  mortgagee  is  entitled  to 
foreclosure,  or  the  mortgagor  to  redeem^  what  rights  or 
claims  can  exist  on  the  other  side,  that  shall  extinguish 
such  right  ?  When  two  opposing  rights  are  advanced, 
one  must  predominate  ;  and  when  it  is  decided  which, 
the  antagonist  claim  ceases  to  be  a  right,  though  it  m^y 
remain  an  equitable  claim. 

The  right  to  foreclose  or  redeem  by  the  law  of  Eqg-^ 
land,  cannot  be  repelled  or  destroyed,  howi^ver  modified, 
unless,  a  countervailing  right  of  ^jps^r amount  weight  be 
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astabliBhed ;  but  the  argument  is,  that  such  right  may  1846. 
be  destroyed  by  that  which  falls  short  of  a  paramount 
right  by  the  same  rule.  Of  course,  a  mortgagee  or 
mortgagor  seeking  relief,  must  establish  a  right  to  fore- 
close or  redeem,  in  the  first  instance,  by  the  rules  of 
Bngland ;  if  they  fail  him,  he  may  obtain  assistance  from 
the  clause  in  question,  when  proper  to  grant  it ;  but  if 
he  does  not  require  its  aid,  can  facts  and  circumstances, 
which  in  England  could  at  best  constitute  equitable  claims 
only,  and  not  amount  to  a  bar,  be  admitted  to  ascend 
beyond  mere  claims  here  and  mount  up  to  a  bar,  so  as  to 
rererse  that  which,  by  the  rule  there,  would  be  the  right 
of  the  party,  and  conyert  it  into  the  right  of  his  oppon- 
ent; would  that  be  just  and  reasonable,  when  it  is  said 
as  an  inducement  to  the  enactment,  that  a  strict  appli- 
cation of  the  rules  in  England  might  be  attended  with 
injustice?  If  these  rules  are  exceeded  or  straitened, 
does  it  not  become  still  .more  unjust  ? 

Suck,  after  the  best  attention  I  can  give  it,  I  must  say 
is  my  humble  impression  of  this  11th  section.  Its  pro- 
visions run  pari  paau  equally  in  favour  of  both  parties ; 
the  want  of  a  court  of  equity  being  no  fault  of  either, 
and  each  being  liable  to  be  affected  or  prejudiced, 
owing  to  its  absence ;  and  it  reserves  to  the  court  about 
to  be  established  a  discretion  to  relax  the  rules  (by 
which  it  must,  under  the  6th  section,  have  been  other- 
wise governed)  in  favour  of  either  party,  when  deemed 
reasonable  and  just  under  all  the  circumstances ;  but  not 
to  limit  their  rights  within  narrower  bounds,  by  refusing 
foreclosure  or  redemption,  where  by  law  the  party  was 
entitled  thereto. 

In  my  view  of  the  present  case,  therefore,  it  turns 
upon  the  question,  whether  the  respondents  have  a  right 
to  redeem  by  the  rules  established  in  England?  In 
applying  attention,  with  this  view,  more  closely  to  the 
case  before  us,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  Thomas  Smyth 
executed  the  mortgage  in  fee  in  1810,  which  became 
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'1846.  forfeited  for  conditions  broken  in  1811,  Wb#t)  tbiB 
secority  was  taken  (each  party  being  presumed  io  kn^w 
the  law;  both  knew  that  in  equity  it  only  operated  as  a 
pledge,  and  that  the  mortgagor  would  have  the  equity  of 
redemption  for  twenty  years  after  default.*  It  was  also 
known  to  them  that  there  was  no  court  of  eqmty,  in 
which  the  one  could  foreclose,  or  the  other  redeem  j  but 
it  was  open  to  the  mor^dgee  to  eject  the  mortgagor,  or 
to  proceed  on  collateral  securities;  it  was  open  to  the 
mortgagor  to  tender  the  debt  and  interest,  or  to  resist  au 
^'ecitment,  under  the  statute  7  Geo.  II.,  oh.  20.  There 
were,  therefore,  ether  remsdies  open,  but  not  the  oppe»- 
tonitj  to  fore<dose  or  redeem. 

The  mortgagee  did  not  eject  the  mortgngor,  and  lie 
remained  in  possession.  In  1818  tfie  mortgagee  pro- 
ceeded to  judgment  on  a  collateral  security ;  and,  in 
1825,  the  sheriff's  sale  was  made  ostensibly  of  tbo  two 
lots  of  land  now  in  controversy.  The  mortgage  had 
been,  shortly  before  such  sale,  assigned  for  a  ^pminal 
consideration  to  Mr.  Charles  Jonez^  as  a  trustee,  it  is 
said,  for  the  mortgagee ;  and,  in  such  assignment,  the 
right  to  redeem  is  distinctly  stated.  Mr.  JoneSj  soon 
after  the  assignment,  bought  the  land  at  such  sheriff's 
sale  for  X105,  being  at  the  time  possessed  of  the  legal 
estate  as  assignee  of  the  mortgagee.  That  this  sum 
of  £105  was  ever  paid  or  tendered  to  the  sheriff,  or  the 
mortgagor,  does  not  sf^ear;  and,  in  the  absence  of 
proof^  it  may  as  reasonably  be  inferred,  it  was  retained 
or  applied  isi  reduction  of  the  mortgage  debt,  but 
inconsistently  so  applied,  if  the  mortgagee  had  really 
purchased  the  equity  of  redemption,  for  that  would 
involve  the  obligation  to  satisfy  his  own  mortgage 
independently. 

In  1825  the  mortgagor  relinquished  possession,  and 
in  1826  Jones  entered.  At  this  period,  and  not  before, 
the  time  for  redemption  began  to  run   against    the 

«  But  9%p  th«  judgiprotof  the  Privj  Couooil  in  this  c««e  on  appeal, 
7  Moore,  206,  and  whioh  is  printed  as  a  note  in  6  Grant's  Ch.  R.  104. 


mortgigor ;  op  to  that  time  tfaingi  ntnained  in  iUitu  quo^  1846. 
and  in  effect  it  imi  tbe  same  as  if  the  condition  had 
been  brolcen  in  1825*  ioitead  of  1811.  The  fonrteeii 
years'  delay,  from  1811  to  1825,  was  an  iadolgenee  or 
a  forbearance  on  the  part  of  the  atortgagee,  who  might 
not  hare  been  willing  to  enter  and  inenr  the  reeponsi* 
Ulity  of  a  mortgagee  in  poseeseion,  or  to  forego  ioB 
nnelogged  right  to  proceed  on  other  seonrities. 

Now,  taking  it  to  be  elear  that  the  time  for  redemption 
did  not  begin  to  ran  against  Smith  till  1826,  when  Jtme$ 
took  poaaeesion,  and  that  he  had  till  1846  to  tedeem, 
the  real  question  is,  whether  that  right  was  lost  in 
November,  1840,  at  the  end  of  foarteen  years,  (when 
the  bill  to  redeem  was  filed,)  either  by  the  rales  estab- 
lished in  England,  or  nnder  the  11th  section  of  the 
Chancery  Act.  X  do  take  it  to  be  andiipttted,  that  the 
time  for  redeaaption  did  not  begin  to  run  against  the 
mor^gor,  until  the  assignee  of  th^  mortgagee  took  ; 
pessessioB^  1826,  ahhoagh  fifkeen  years  after  the 
condition  had  bee&  broken.  And  my  opinion  ie  govertied 
by  this  ooDsideration ;  for,  if  1  were  justified  in  giving 
it  relation  to  an  earlier  date,  I  shonld  be  qiife  diaposed 
to  do  io. 

AasmningtheA,  tkattberigbldf  leiemplioii  enkl^ 
and  that  the.  tim&  of  lioikatiM  had  liot  eoameAoed 
nuinii^  against  the  mortgagpe:  tifi  1986^  I  do^  ttt^ 
find  antboritQ^  for  holding  that  right  lost  by  reaeem  6i 
aoqnieaoenoe  ob  othensisa  between  that  period  aad=  ^-10^ 
when  the  bill  to  redeeni:  wae  filedk  As  to  mere  bpee^ 
of  time^  tha  oespondeotv  bad/  until  nomr  ^846)'  Uy  fikP 
th^  bill,  and  had.  the  ttme,  by  reason  of  long  possessioi^ 
by  the  mor^{agee,  been  aeari  ji  expiredr  before  the  yeair 
1834 the  atiitate  4  Wkn.  IV.,  ob.  1^  would  hftr^eatendedi 
it  for  five  yearn  after  thfr  CbaMei^  Act  was  paeae^ 
namelji^  till  the  4ith  Mavch,.1848< 

^I^  oaniiQt  depend  npw  nerot  ralnei  or  the  oonaidi 


Iftl  EIMB  AMn  AitlAL  VBfGBn. 

Thn  uppetlftnta'  tnimce^  as  nad,  ahews,  that  frttm 
tb^  begiotling  it  waa  looked  U|mi  aa  a  dosbtfol  ihla» 
I^  )8S$,  Mr.  Jone^  held  clearly  aa  mortgagee,  esoepft 
i%  a#  far  aa  the  aheriff'a  aale  might  atrengthttt  hia 
title.  Thia»  Bmei^  Ward  and  the  Simpsons  hnaw,  aa 
Bh*wii  hj  the  admiaaion  of  the  defe0da^ta9  ia  thair 
answers  as  read.  It  appears  that  Mr.  WarcCs  offer  la 
purchase  was  deferred  till  the  mortgagor  had  the 
prf  vic>Yia  ai^^uBity  to  redeao),  thus  treating  il,  to  a 
ciertaiu  extent,  as  a  mortgage  still.  He  did  not  joftn 
in  the  eonveyf^nce,  nor  was  he  asked  to  releaae  his 
i^ht»  Mr.  Jo^e$  only  oonveyed  the  right,  title  and 
ipt^rest  that  he  hM — so  did  eaoh  snbseqaent  party  ia 
s^ecession-^-ea^biting  on  the  face  of  the  deeds  or 
assignments  a  distrust  of  tiie  title ;  or,  at  all  events,  a 
pr^deij^t  Avoidenoe  of  guaranteeing  any  more  perfect 
title  than  they  had.  This  may  have  been  indaced  acdely 
by  raawm  of  it^  being  a  title  derired  ^nder  the  sheriff; 
i(  vdfi  9iest  probfkbly  also  owing  to  the  nature  of  tba 
tit)^  M  f  mortgaged  estate*  It  ^as,  however,  a  safe 
coxiia^  of  d^alipg. 

Whe^  poss^ion  wafi  first  taken  in  1^96,  the  |m- 
mises  were  unimprov^-  In  1827,  they  were  c^vayed 
by  Mr.  Jones  to  Hicoek.  In  that  year,  or  the  following, 
t^a  Rld^afi  Canal  was  undertaken.  The  Eideau  G^al 
Aet  was  passed  the  17tb  day  of  February,  1827;  («) 
at  this  period)  Mr.  Ward  had  made  some  small  improve- 
niei^tSt  vhe^  Mr.  Jamn  Simjmn  same  thera  ai^  a  oanal 
cantraotor,  a^d  be^wie  jointly  interested  in  the  premises. 
In  1808,  or  1-829,  lots  for  «  village  were  laid  opt,  and 
tha  pa^tif 0  ^^  posfessioQ  treated  the  property  as  their 
own»  Ip  or  about  1830,  one  of  the  respondents  attended 
the  sal^  for  tai^es,  and  showed  thereby  that  the  mort- 
gager had  ziet  eptiraly  abandoned  all  claim ;  for  Terence 
Smffth  i)^^  tdd  Jamee  Simpsmj  the  then  poacfidasor 
a^  p^p^tjitor  at  the  sale,  that  he  attended  to  please 
hi9  frther,  who  was  in  his  dotage;  adding,  that  he 

(a)  See  ProTindAl  Statnte,  8  G«e.  IV.,  eb.  1. 


Ip  l^ftf^Q  fifctni^Bt  was  brpa^hl;,  (a  a^p  tkfi  i^imI 
]»f f^  b^^n  #  hf^laas  effort  to  rf gaii^  posa^aialpifi})  fi|^  i^ 
]837»  fi^  Chai^pery  Act  was  pftfa^d.  Up  |q  ^hi^  tiaitf 
it  4(>f9  npt  Kpp^^r  tl^  any  p0^r  of  thf  wx^gf 
BiopfU  f ud  interaaty  or  to  radaem  was  ma^a ;  (be  fvpJff 
pYf^rtwr^  or  efforts  ^WM  to  bfkve  beeii  tp  <:4)t#ia  «fmi- 
thiog  ip  addition  to  ^e  mpr(g«ige  dpbt;  andhfidtba 
£195  )ttd  by  lltr.  ^(m^  at  the  ^riff 'a  sale,  ))0eft  tej^- 
de]Bfpd  to  ^  lapctg^or  iu  1823,  it  ia  prpbabl^  }^  wPid# 
h^w  apoepted  it  and  rpleaapd  bia  rigbt»  pr  a(  ^1  fy$9t§ 
bi^ye  tboireby  committed  aa  oae^jaivocal  ftct  of  apf  Yiias- 
aMoe  aad  (tpproval ;  but  it  was  not  done.  Tbe  mpi^ 
gagor  in  bis  life-time,  and  the  respondents  after  bis 
death,  may  have  been  nnable  to  redeem  at  an  earlier 
date ;  b«t  tbe  property,  soon  nip&:  possession  waa  taken 
by  thfi  aasiguee  of  tbe  mortgagee,  begi^n  to  rise  in  y^^j 
and  bad  it  remained  onimproyed,  its  inoreasing  yfb;i^ 
^Lpiiae  irpi(ld  b^ye  enabled  the  respondents  to  raiise  mongr 
npoii  it)  and  redeem  tbe  property  within  tbe  tweJKlir 
years;  that,  I  think,  is  quite  plain  on  tbe  evidenpe. 
Ead  the  money  been  tendered  after  1826,  it  wonld  b^ya 
been  a  useless  proceeding,  for  it  is  quite  obylous  that  it 
would  not  b&ye  been  accepted. 


SiflUMDB 
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9m9T  expected  to  get  tbe  prop^arty,  aa^  tb^t  ^y  M   IMf  < 
tbe  pciyilege  of  redeP^hig  fvf  ^  If^  tigie,  ^ 

Tbit  s^tm  two  thiiigs»  mmely,  that  tbe  mortgiigsr 
was  old  ajpd  il^P*  {^  ^9  «)Ma*  b^  wna  akp  pporO  and  tbiit 
he  atill  diluted  Ue  attention  to  thm  )apds.  |n  1^^ 
bp  died.  Jp  that  aa9)0  year,  TfiVJ^'am  Sim]^9m  ^^  ^ 
iSrtt  tiipe^  bopapp  intpr^tpd ;  i^nd  bis  eMwpr  9^  ?f«d  »( 
thf  bearing  ebews  tbo  then  st»te  of  ike  imfm9P9tih 
Hp  ^4i»ita  knpwlofigp  of  tbp  naturf  of  tbe  i^i  fUf^ 
M4ihiwm  in  bis  pvidonpp  pays,  tbiM^  in  1SS9  Qa#  ^  t]^ 
ir^ppoodenta  tpld  him  liP  ptil)  pl^imp^  t^P  prpppPl?*  it 
189Sf  pverturpa  to,  cpmpiroinis^   wprp   mp4   Vf  tbp 
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1846.  In  1887,  every  impediment  to  foreclosure  or  redemp- 
tion ceased.  The  appellants  did  not  seek  to  foreclose, 
wishing  to  consider  the  mortgagor  as  foreclosed  already. 
The  respondents  sought  to  redeem  in  1840,  fourteen 
years  after  possession  vras  taken  by  the  mortgagees.  In 
this  (I  mean  not  filing  the  bill  sooner)  I  see  no  delay 
that  should  conclude  them ;  especially  when  the  events 
of  1887  and  1838,  and  the  state  of  the  country  in  1888 
and  1889,  are  remembered.  There  is  much,  I  think, 
(according  to  English  authorities)  to  preclude  redemption 
as  against  the  purchasers  of  village  lots,  especially  Shaw 
and  others,  acting  in  confidence  of  what  Terence  Smyth 
said  in  his  letter  of  the  10th  May,  1882.  That  letter, 
however,  was,  I  think,  written  bona  fide,  and  stated 
clearly  the  claims  of  the  mortgagor  to  the  property,  and 
gave  Shaw  distinct  notice  there3f.  His  opinion  as  to 
what  his  father,  then  in  his  dotage,  would  do,  was  veri- 
fied by  the  event.  He  does  not  disclaim  as  for  himself, 
in  the  event  of  his  acquiring  any  right  after  his  father's 
death ;  and  if  he  had,  a  nude  assurance  of  the  kind,  by 
an  expectant  heir  or  devisee,  would  not  at  law  bind  him; 
and,  I  apprehend,  would  not,  without  more,  estop  him 
in  equity.  It  did  not  influence  Messrs.  Ward  and 
Simpeon  in  their  purchases ;  and  as  to  others,  whom  it 
may  assist  in  protecting  in  their  possessions,  the  respon- 
dents offered  on  the  argument,  through  their  counsel,  to 
forego  proceedings  against  them,  and  to  confirm  their 
titles. 

In  addition  to  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  the  rights  it  was 
supposed  to  have  conferred,  and  the  acts  of  acquiescence 
and  the  passiveness  of  the  mortgagor  and  his  devisees, 
the  appellants  rely  upon  an  equity  arising  out  of  their 
energy  and  labour  and  large  expenditure  upon  the  pre- 
mises, and  their  foresight  and  judgment  in  promoting  a 
village,  to  which  the  principal  part  of  their  enhanced 
value  is  by  them  attributed ;  also  the  long  time  they 
have  been  in  possession,  spending  the  best  years  of  then* 
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lives  in  improving  a  property  they  supposed  to  be  their  1840. 
own,  and  making  by  laudable  industry  a  provision  for 
themselves  and  families.  No  doubt  much  is  due  to  their 
enterprise,  exertions  and  improvements,  in  raising  the 
value ;  but  claims  like  these  cannot,  I  apprehend,  be 
suffered  to  deprive  others  of  their  rights,  and  to  change 
the  rights 'of  property;  were  it  a  case  at  law,  there 
would  be  no  doubt.  After  the  respondents  had  estab- 
lished a  clear  legal  right,  it  would  be  vain  for  the  appel- 
lants to  set  up  fourteen  years'  possession  and  large  im- 
provements as  a  defence ;  and  if  the  equity  of  redemption 
be  really  looked  upon  in  equity  as  the  title  to  the 
property — if  the  equitable  estate  is  regarded  in  equity  in 
the  same  light  as  the  legal  estate  at  law — ^the  same  con- 
sequence would  seem  to  follow.  It  would,  too,  were  it 
a  legal  title,  be  open  to  the  appellants  to  set  up  at  law 
the  defence  of  acquiescence,  &;c.,  though  perhaps  with 
less  effect  than  in  a  court  of  equity.  The  prospect  of 
the  appellants  losing  the  hold  they  have  so  long  had  and  j^ 
enjoyed,  in  the  confidence  that  their  title  was  a  secure  one, 
DO  doubt  addresses  itself  strongly  to  one's  sympathies ; 
these  things  render  the  duty  of  deciding  painful  and 
anxious.  But  we  must  look  to  the  rights  of  the  other 
side,  and  in  the  conflict  of  opposing  claims,  determine 
with  firm  indifference  where  the  legal  right  is,  and 
acknowledge  it.  It  is  the  business  of  legislation  to  cure 
doubtful  titles,  by  general  remedial  provisions ;  the  courts 
cannot  bend  the  rules  of  law  or  equity  to  what  would 
look  like  distorting  them,  in  order  to  do  so  in  special 
instances  where  an  imperfect  title  is  attacked. 

As  to  the  enhanced  value  of  the  estate,  I  certainly 
think  a  great  deal  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  energy,  exer- 
tions, and  outlay  of  capital  on  the  part  of  the  appellants ; 
but  at  the  same  time  I  think  a  great  deal  more  is  due  to 
the  Bideau  Canal,  and  the  settlement  and  growth  of 
population  in  the  surrounding  country ;  and  I  doubt  not, 
that  if  the  village  and  other  present  improvements  had 
not  occurred  to  the  premises,  their  adaptation  to  their 
14  VOL.  X. 
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1846.    present  use,  would  render  them  of  v6ry  large  ralae  now, 
in  comparison  with  what  they  were  worth  in  1826. 

Subsequent  events  occurring  sopn  after,  and  following 
that  period,  have  combined  to  elevate  them.  But  as 
respects  the  enterprise  and  improvements  of  the  appel- 
lants, the  cases  in  the  books  between  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee  do  not  display  a  sympathy  in  favour  of  the 
improving  mortgagee  in  possession.  Looking  upon  the 
appellants  as  mortgagees,  and  the  land  a  pledge,  the 
authorities  discourage,  or  rather,  withhold  remuneration 
for  improvements  more  than  are  necessary,  as  calculated 
to  increase  the  debt,  and  make  redemption  the  more 
difficult.  They  say  to  the  improving  mortgagee  in  pos- 
session, you  knew  the  true  state  of  your  title — ^you  knew 
the  time  open  to  the  mortgagor  to  redeem — why  did  you 
expend  large  sums  in  improvements,  treat  the  land  as 
your  own,  and  convert  the  estate  to  your  own  use,  wiih- 
if.  out  waiting  for  lapse  of  time  to  confirm  your  title,  or 
obtaining  a  release  or  foreclosure  to  bind  the  mortgagor 
and  his  heirs  or  devisees. 

The  utmost  time  any  one  had  been  in  possession,  when 
the  bill  was  filed,  was  fourteen  years.  William  Simpion 
had  been  there  only  eight  years,  and  it  would  appear 
that  most  of  the  village  and  other  improvements  have 
grown  since ;  and  now  those  improvements,  and  the  sales 
of  portions  of  the  estate  that  have  been  made  within  the 
above  pei iods,  are  urged  as'  reasons  why  the  appellants 
should  keep  all  the  property — 400  acres — notwithstand- 
ing the  equity  of  redemption  established  by  the  respon- 
dents. I  do  noty  on  any  ground,  feel  authorised  to  say, 
that  the  right  of  redemption  which  clearly  subsisted  in 
1825  and  €,  has  been  lost  by  subsequent  acquiescence  or 
laches,  judging,  as  well  as  I  can,  from  the  imperfect 
knowledge  I  have  of  the  rules  established  in  England  in 
relation  to  mortgagor  and  mortgagee 

On  the  other  hand,  were  I  satisfied  that  the  court  is, 


by  the  11th  section  of  the  7th  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  3|  obthed  IMS. 
ivith  an  unshackled  discretion,  with  power  to  create,  as 
it  were,  a  special  equity  in  this  case,  regardless  of  the 
rules  in  Sngland,  I  should  be  disposed  to  reverse  this 
decree,  in  my  strong  desire  to  quiet  possessions,  and  to 
render  that  a  good  and  perfect  title,  which  in  1826  was 
(though  doubtful)  by  both  parties  thought  to  be  valid, 
and  relied  and  acted  upon  as  such,  in  the  confidence  that 
it  could  not,  or  would  not,  be  afterwards  disturbed,  or 
that  it  would  be  made  good  by  statute.  It  would,  accor- 
ding to  my  impression  of  the  law  of  England,  and  in 
my  view  of  the  couuterbalancing  equities  of  the  case, 
be  going  great,  lengths ;  but  I  think,  as  the  most  salutary 
course,  I  should  be  inclined  to  go  thus  far. 

The  consideratioos  that  would  weigh  with  me,  with 
others  mentioned  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  are,  that 
the  mortgagor  had  from  1810  to  1825  (^teen  years)  to 
pay  the  debt,  before  any  attempt  was  made  by  the  mort* 
gagee  to  realise  it  or  disturb  him,  a  long  and  indulgent 
forbearance,  especially  if  the  mortgagor  had  «ny  other 
assets  tangible  by  his  creditor ;  that  when  the  sheriff's 
sale  was  made  in  182§,  though  an  abortive  measure,  it 
was  supposed  to  confer  a  title-*«t  all  events,  to  create 
an  equity — that  would  be  upheld  in  any  future  court  of 
equity ;  that,  although  Mr.  CharUa  Jcma^  Sioo<A  and 
subsequent  purchasers,  knew  tbest»te  of  the  titles  they 
bought,  and  that  they  were  questionable,  and  made 
guarded  conveyances,  still  they  relied  upon  the  title  as 
tenable  after  so  great  a  lapse  of  time ;  that|  before  Miy 
sale  was  made  ky  Mr.  Charles  J^mMj  the  opportunity 
was  offered  tp  the  mortgagor  to  redeem  or  re-purchase, 
by  paying  the  mortgi^e  debt  and  interest,  sixteen  y#ars 
after  the  breach  of  the  conditio^ — of  which  he  did  not 
avail  himself;  such  offer  being  made  not  as  bis  xight, 
but  rather  as  as  a  reaaonale  indulgence  to  him ;  that,  in 
the  state  of  the  property  in  182^^  it  was  unproductive, 
and  could  be  of  no  use  to  the  possessor,  withW  the  pre- 
vious outlay  of  much  labour  and  expense  in  improve* 
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1846.  ments;  that  no  one  would  have  purchased  it  under  a 
defeasable  title ;  that,  in  this  country,  people  are  indis- 
posed to  purchase  long  leases  of  lands  situated  as  these 
were ;  and  that,  without  selling  the  whole  estate  abso- 
lutely, the  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt  and  interest 
could  not  have  been  procured  for  it  in  1826,  and,  as  it 
stood,  it  was  useless  to  the  mortgagee,  whose  debt  since 
1810,  at  six  per  cent.,  (the  legal  rate  of  interest,)  had 
doubled  without,  so  far  as  shewn,  any  part  of  either  the 
principal  or  interest  having  been  paid  off;  that  the 
mortgagee,  if  dbposed,  could  not  have  foreclosed  ;  and 
the  mortgagor  was  not,  apparently,  in  a  situation  to  have 
redeemed,  had  there  been  a  court  of  equity ;  that  the 
occupiers,  by  outlay  of  capital,  labour,  and  exertions 
upon  the  premises,  (otherwise  unproductive,)  and  regard- 
ing them  as  their  own,  have  contributed  largely  to 
enhance  their  value,  and  that  the  enhanced  value,  from 
whatever  causes,  tempts  the  present  application  to  redeem; 

jvdgmtDf.  ^h&^  within  twenty  years  of  the  condition  broken  (that  is 
up  to  1881)  no  offer  to  redeem  was  made,  though  the 
rising  value,  towards  the  close  of  that  period,  was  cal* 
culated  to  induce  it,  and  the  appellants  could  not  fore- 
close; that,  since  1826  (for  fourteen  years)  great 
changes  have  occurred  in  the  surrounding  country,  and 
a  large  village  has  been  established,  and  extensive  works 
and  improvements  been  made  on  the  premises,  altering 
the  former  state  of  things,  and  rendering  the  taking  of 
accounts  onerous  and  difficult.  I  should  also  rely  much 
upon  the  expediency  of  admitting  the  sheriff 's  sale 
(attended,  as  it  was,  by  the  mortgagor's  relinquishment 
of  possession)  to  create  a  special  equity  in  support  of  a 
long  possession  and  bona  fide  purchase,  and  use  of  the 
property  as  held  and  owned  in  fee  simple  absolute.  It 
is  the  strongest  feature  on  which  I  could  rely,  although, 
as  a  general  question,  such  sales  be  inoperative  in  law 
or  equity.  Looking  back  to  the  state  of  the  country 
formerly,  and  the  absence  of  an  equitable  court,  and  the 
way  in  which  mortgagees  often  proceeded  in  days  of  old, 
there  is  much  in  favour  of  quieting  the  appellants'  title, 
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if  we  haye  a  discretion  to  do  what  I  am  deterred  from   18Ml 
doiBg,  only  because  it  looks  to  me  so  mucli  like  judicial  ^^y^r^ 
legislation  in  the  particular  instance. 

If  I  felt  that  I  had  the  ample  discretion  contended 
for,  I  would,  however,  not  hesitate  to  exercise  it ;  bnt 
then  I  should  in  future  feel  called  upon  to  giye  to  other 
sheriff's  sales,  made  under  like  circumstances,  a  similar 
effect ;  unless  some  good  reason  appeared  in  the  partic- 
ular instance  for  regarding  them  as  being  inequitable  or 
unjust  proceedings. 

If  I  could  make  a  decree  as  an  arbitrator,  I  would 
place  the  appellants  in  a  better  situation  than  I  feel 
authorised  to  do  judicially ;  but  under  the  11th  section 
of  the  act,  I  think  the  decree  should  be  modified  to  the 
following  effect:  reciting  the  respondent's  relinquish- 
ment of  all  right  of  redemption  against  those  who  have 
received  titles,  or  hold  under  contracts  for  titles  in  fee 
from  the  appellants,  Ward  and  Simpwrn^  to  decree  an 
account  of  mortgage  money  ^ind  interest,  and  of  the 
improvements  according  to  present  value,  of  what 
remains  the  legal  estate  of  the  appellants.  Ward  and 
Simpson  on  the  one  hand ;  and  on  the  other,  an  account, 
of  purchase  money  received  by  them,  or  to  be  received, 
upon  contracts  of  sale  still  executory,  &c.  * 

I  think  Ward  and  Simpson  bound  to^account  for  the 
proceeds  of  sales.  The  argument  against  it  seems  to 
prove  too  much  ;  for  if  excusable  because  they  only  sold 
such  title  as  they  had,  it  follows  that  the  right  to  redeem 
remains  unaffected  by,  or  excepted  in  such  sales.  It  is 
inconsistent  to  refuse  to  call  for  the  purchase  money,  as 
being  a  speculative  sale,  and  then  to  rely  upon  such 
sales  as  precluding  redemption.  As  mortgagees  in 
possession,  had  the  parcels  sold  been  only  leased^  the 
respondents  would  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  ; 
being  sold  absolutely,  they  are,  confirming  theii  sales, 
equally  entitled  to  the  proceeds  thereof.    I  can  perceive 
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1M9*  00  ttibitaolial  distisctiea.  Th«mortg«goeBhadnorigbt 
to  «i^9duk(^  ivith  the  respondeatB'  property;  as  boob  #• 
the  mortgage  debt  and  iateroBt  was  realised  ths^  shottld 
have  stopped ;  all  beyond  that  was  surplus,  for  which 
th^y  are  liable  to  account. 

A4  to  the  appellants,  Bric^,  Lak$i  CoUim  and  Crlm 
lene  of  them  deny  notice,  ezoept  Lake^  as  to  the  first 
lot  be  purchased ;  but  I  understand  the  respondents' 
eouAflel,  that  they  were  willing  to  assent  to  a  dismissal 
of  the  bill  as  against  them  as  well  as  to  confirm  the  titles 
of  the  other  purchasers  not  made  parties.  Upon  their 
eiaesi  thereforoi  I  have  not  applied  separate  and  especial 
l^tt^ntion. 

8xiTB|  ATTORNET^GBfirBRAL. — The  practice  of  the  law 
to  wbioh  I  have  been  accustomed  in  the  Lower  Provincei 
is  so  totally  different  from  that  which  is  pursued  in  this 
part  of  the  pravince,  that  I  cannot  be  expected  to  enter 
into  this  case  at  any  length  in  expressing  my  opinion,  or 
to  give  any  judgm^t  to  compare  with  either  of  those 
just  rendered  by  his  Lordship  the  Chief  Justice,  or  Mr. 
Justice  Maeauiajf ;  and  as  I  have  the  misfortune  to  difier 
bouk  his  lordship  on  one  point,  I  should  not  have  van- 
tored  lo  express  this  difference  of  opinion,  had  I  alone 
differed,  but  I  should  ratiier  have  coincided  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  under  the  belief  that,  the  opinion  at 
which  I  had  arrived  was  an  erroneous  one ;  but  supported 
as  I  am  in  this  opinion  by  his  honour  Mr.  Justice  Maeauiajf  ^ 
in  whose  able  judgment  I  fully  concur,  feel  myself 
constrained  to  retain  the  judgment  at  which  I  have 
arrived  The  case,  in  my  opinion,  hinges  on  the  inter- 
pretation to  be  given  to  the  11th  section  of  the  Chancery 
Act,  and  I  feel  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that  throughout 
the  whole  of  the  argument,  I  have  been  under  the  con- 
viction, that  the  11th  clause  of  that  act  does  not  confer 
on  the  Court  of  Chancery  the  right  to  refuse  redemption, 
if,  under  the  rules  of  equity  in  England,  the  party  seek- 
ing redemption  could  have  succeeded;  but  it  only  gives 
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to  that  oonr  t,  in  granting  redemption,  the  right  of  making  1M6. 
such  regulations  as  may  be  just  and  reasonable,  under  ^T^^ 
^  eircnmBtanees  of  each  case.  Now  there  is  nothing 
to  shew  in  this  case,  that  Smyth  has  lost  bis  right  to 
redeem  by  lapse  of  time ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the 
evidence  to  shew  that  he  intended  to  wai?e  that  right,  or 
acquiesce  in  the  sale  of  the  property.  On  the  whole,  I 
think  the  equity  of  the  case  is  in  favour  of  the  reepon- 
dents,  and  that  the  decree  of  the  Vico*Cha&oeUor  on/^ 
to  be  affirmed. 

McLban,  J.,  concurred  in  the  opituon  expressed  by 
his  Lordship  the  Chief  Justice. 

£The  Court  being  thus  equally  divided,  no  judgment 
could  be  given ;  and  the  cause  was  ordered  to  sta&d  over 
for  the  purpose  of  being  re-argued.] 


IN  THE  EXECUTrVE  COUNCIL. 

IBtfore  the  Eon.  J.  B.  jRoitn«on,  Chief  JuHiee  ;  the 
Em.  Jonas  JoneSj  Ex  C;  the  Eon.  L.  P.  Sherwood^  Ex  ^^^ ,  ^^ 
C;  Eis  Bonour  Vice'ChandOloT  Jameson;  and  the^^*^^^* 
Eon.  Mr.  Justiee  McLean.'] 

Ok  mm  Aftnkh  nox  thb  Baofaov  or  ats  Hokovb  thi  Vias-Caurfflquon 
Of  tJppiR  Cavada. 

Batween  George  StRANOs  Boultoit,  AppeUaia^  and 
Andrew  Jkffket,  Respondent. 

Wbtrtt  the  execative  goveraineiit  hare  examined  into  and  considered 
the  claims  of  opposing  parties  to  lands  leased  fnun  the  Crown,  w{ib 
a  elidmef  pre-emption,  and  have  ultimately  granted  them  to  one  «/ 
thos0  paittes,  the  Coart  of  Chancery  has  no(  any  authority,  where 
no  fraud  appears  in  obtaining  the  grant,  afterwards  to  declare  the 
gnotee  of  the  Crown  a  trustee  of  any  portion  of  such  lands  for  the 
opposing  party,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  pretiously  acquired  an 
equitable  interest  therein.  And  qumrt^  if  even  then  had  besafravd, 
whether  the  eourt  under  such  circumstaiices  would  have  authority 
to  Interfere  at  the  instance  of  the  party  who  had  opposed  the  grant 

Mr.  S.  J.  Boulton  and  Mr.  Eiten^  for  appellant. 


112  BBBOR  AKD  APPBAL  BBPORTS. 

1845,       Mr.  Sullivan  and  Mr.  Blake  for  respondent. 

The  facts  of  this  case  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  which  was  delivered  by 

ROBIKSOK,  C.  J. — The  question  in  this  case  has 
been  ably  argued  at  the  bar,  and  if  we  could  hare 
brought  ourselves  to  entertain  any  doubt  after  look- 
ing into  the  authorities  cited,  we  should  in  justice 
to  the  parties,  and  because  the  question  is  really 
one  of  very  extensive  application,  have  taken  whatever 
time  was  necessary  for  removing  the  doubt.  It  is  (so 
far  as  we  know)  quite  a  novel  attempt  that  is  made 
by  this  bill,  to  establish  that  the  grantee  of  the  Crown, 
holding  letters  patent,  may  be  declared  by  a  court  of 
equity  to  be  but  a  trustee  for  another  person,  whom  they 
may  invest  by  their  decrees  with  the  beneficial  ownership 
of  the  estate,  by  reason  of  an  equity  which  they  may 
consider  to  have  been  acquired  while  the  land  was  yet 
vested  in  the  Crown,  and  this  when  the  grantee  of  the 
Crown  is  not  charged  with  having  done  or  intended  any 
thing  wrong  in  obtaining  the  grant,  but  is  admitted  to 
have  merely  urged  his  claim  to  a  patent  on  the  footing 
of  right,  and  when  the  government,  exercising  its  judg- 
ment and  discretion,  on  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, deliberately  directed  the  patent  to  issue  to 
the  appellant ;  thereby  disallowing  the  claim  to  a  grant 
which  has  been  advanced  by  the  other  party ;  in  other 
words,  that  a  court  of  equity  may,  upon  its  view  of  the 
claims  of  the  parties  on  which  the  Crown  has  decided, 
overrule  the  act  of  the  Crown,  and  defeat  the  title  of  the 
patentee,  either  partially  as  in  this  case,  or  wholly,  as 
might  on  the  same  principle  be  done  in  other  cases.  Wo 
cannot  derive  any  other  impression  on  reading  the  opinion 
of  the  Attorney-General,  which  had  been  called  for  by 
the  government,  than  that  his  advice  to  the  government 
was,  that  Jeffrey  had  no  claim  either  at  law  or  in  equity, 
to  insist  on  a  right  to  be  allowed  to  purchase  the  acre  in 
question,  and  that  he  ought  not  therefore  to  be  permitted 


JodSBimt* 
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to  stand  in  the  way  of  the  completion  of  the  sale  made  1845. 
to  Gfrundffy  irhich  was  insisted  on  hy  Onindj/*s  assignee ; 
nor  do  we  think  it  can  admit  of  doubt,  that  the  govern- 
ment adopted  this  advice  in  the  same  spirit  in  which  it 
was  given,  and  meant  to  act  fully  in  accordance  with  it. 
It  would  indeed  be  dishonouring  the  Crown,  to  imagine  for 
a  moment,  that  having  made  its  patent  to  the  purchaser 
after  deliberately  considering  the  conflicting  claims,  it 
could  possibly  be  intended  by  the  government  to  say  to 
the  grantee,  we  did  not  pretend  to  decide  the  question 
of  property  in  that  which  we  sold  to  you ;  we  have  there- 
fore only  considered  that  we  were  granting  to  you  the 
rig^t  to  represent  the  legal  estate,  leaving  Jeffrey  to 
urge  against  you  any  claim  to  the  land  which  he  may 
have  by  reason  of  our  previous  acts,  and  those  of  our 
lessee,  of  which  we  have  been  fully  informed,  and  upon 
which,  though  we  have  sold  the  the  land  to  you,  and 
have  received  payment  for  it,  we  do  not  pretend  to  have 
determined. 


JadgnwBt. 


It  is  difficult  indeed  to  conceive  a  more  prolific  source 
of  litigation  than  would  be  opened  in  this  province,  if 
the  patentees  of  the  Grown  were  exposed  to  be  attacked 
upon  supposed  equities  acquired  by  other  parties,  while 
the  estate  was  vested  in  the  Grown,  when  no  fraud,  mis- 
representation, or  concealment  is  imputed  to  the  patentee, 
and  when  the  Crown,  at  the  time  of  making  the  grant, 
has  exercised  its  discretion  on  a  view  of  all  the  circum- 
stances. Just  such  a  patent  as  this  is,  lies  at  the  root  of 
every  man's  title ;  thousahds  of  them  have  been  issuing 
annually,  for  nearly  fifty  years.  It  is  impossible  to  tell 
in  how  many  oases  there  may  have  been  conflicting  pre- 
tensions, which  it  was  thrown  upon  the  government  to 
decide  upon ;  in  some,  no  doubt,  it  has  not  been  in  their 
power  to  grant  to  either  of  one  or  more  contending 
parties,  without  leaving  some  hardship  to  be  borne  by 
the  other ;  the  utmost  care  could  not  have  avoided  this 
in  the  infinite  number  of  such  transactions.  The  mis- 
takes of  parties  as  well  as  of  public  officers,  and  mis- 
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1846,  apprehensions  of  various  kinds,  hare  given  rise  to  oppos- 
ing claims  which  called  for  anxious  deliberations  in  the 
executive  government,  and  all  that  could  be  done  at  last, 
was  to  grant  to  the  party  which  seemed  to  be  best  entitled. 
Now  if  it  really  could  be  held,  that  after  such  determina- 
tion of  the  government,  and  after  the  letters  patent 
'  had  been  issued  by  their  order,  the  very  party  whose 
claims  had  been  considered  and  overruled  by  them,  could 
defeat  the  whole  effect  of  their  grant,  by  obtaining  a 
decree  in  chancery  declaring  that  the  patentee  for  the 
Crown  held  only  in  trust  for  him ;  it  is  easy  to  foresee 
the  infinite  vexation  this  would  lead  to,  and  the  anxiety 
which  must  follow.  Still,  all  that  would  be  no  argu- 
ment against  this  bill,  if  upon  principle  it  could  be  sup- 
ported. It  would  then  be  for  tiie  legislature,  not  for  the 
courts  of  justice,  to  deal  with  the  inconvenience.  We 
offreBj  however  J  with  the  argument  of  Mr.  JBtten,  that 
even  if  it  could  he  charged  that  the  patent  had  isiucd  im-^ 
JadguMit  providently^  or  that  the  Grown  had  been  in  any  manner 
misledj  the  consequence  of  that  could  in  general  only  bcj 
that  upon  a  proper  proceeding  by  the  Orounty  at  the 
instance  {it  rnight  be)  tf  the  person  shewing  himself  to  be 
prejudiced  by  ity  the  grant  should  be  repealed^  and  thus 
the  land  would  again  he  vested  in  the  Orowny  which  wi- 
questionably  must  be  allowed  to  exercise  its  wiU  in  dis- 
posing of  its  property.  There  would  even  then  be  no 
obligation  upon  the  Grown  to  issue  letters  patent  to  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case ;  an  obligation,  however,  which  this 
decree  in  effect  imposes,  and  by  anticipation  enforces, 
by  transferring  the  ownership  to  a  person  to  whom  the 
Otown  had  expressly  declined  to  grant  the  land.  "  If 
the  land  be  granted  to  another,  there  shall  be  a  scire 
facias  also  against  the  patentee.''  (a) 

Upon  the  other  point  of  this  case  also,  it  appears  to 
us  the  argument  is  conclusive  in  favour  of  the  defendant. 
The  two  hundred  acre  lot  in  question  was  a  clergy  reserve ; 
as  such,  at  the  time^  it  was  leased  for  twenty^one  years 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  2  PrerogatiTe,  D.  SO. 
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to  Buck  ;  it  wns  anbjeot  to  the  proyiflions  of  a  British  1846. 
act  of  parliament^  31  Geo.  III.,  ch.  SI,  nnder  vrhich  it 
might  at  anj  time  be  annexed  by  the  Crown  as  an  endow- 
ment for  a  protestant  clergTmaBy  to  be  held  in  fee. 
Buch^  therefore,  had  no  ground  for  reckoning  upon  any 
chance  of  purchasing,  and  he  could  confer  no  claim  of 
that  kind^  or  to  the  benefit  of  the  alleged  clause  of 
renewal,  which  was  not  at  that  time,  but  was  afterwards 
inserted  in  leases  of  Grown  reserves^  and  not  of  clergy 
ruerves.  That  clause  affords  but  a  slender  foundation 
to  build  a  claim  upon,  for  with  respect  to  this  clergy 
reserve,  the  goYernment  did  not  give  a  right  to  purchase 
which  could  interfere  with  such  disposition  of  the  land 
as  it  might  afterwards  become  necessary  to  make.  At 
any  rate»  the  twenty-one  years  expired.  Buck  having 
some  years  before  their  expiration  transferred  to  Jeffrey 
his  interest  in  this  one  acre  of  the  two  hundred  for  the 
residue  of  his  term,  reserving  a  rent  to  be  paid  hj  Jeffrey 
of  ten  shillings  annually.  Then,  not  long  after  came  jadcmtnt 
the  imperial  statute,  under  which  the  colonial  govern- 
ment was  authorised  and  directed  to  make  sale  of  clergy 
merves.  Jeffrey  continued  on  his  acre  of  land,  a  mere 
tenant  at  suflferance,  so  far  as  the  Crown  was  concerned, 
and  having  no  other  footing  as  regarded  the  Crown  for 
about  six  years.  Then  the  government,  on  an  applica- 
tion made  to  them  by  Grundy,  contracted  to  sell  to  him 
this  lot.  Granting,  then,  that  the  government  had 
adopted,  aa  a  general  rule,  the  equitable  resolution  to 
protect  the  former  lessees  in  such  cases  as  far  as  they 
might  consistently  with  their  public  duty,  still  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say,  that  it  is  a  reasonable  or  natural  exten- 
sion of  such  a  rule,  that  the  Crown  should  be  expected, 
still  less  that  it  should  be  compelled,  to  regard  every  sub- 
holder  of  their  former  lessee,  of  ^owe  ver  minute  a  fraction 
of  the  lot,  and  at  whatever  distance  of  time  after  the 
expiration  of  the  lease,  as  entitled  to  a  pre-emptive  right 
of  his  fraction.  I  should  not  have  expected  that  the 
Grown  would  agree  to  prejudice  (as  it  might  very  materi- 
ally do)  the  sale  of  the  whole  lot,  by  allowing  a  part  of 
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1845.  it  to  be  held  under  a  separate  title,  nor  do  I  think,  as 
regards  the  person  who  might  have  formerly  leased  the 
whole  lot  from  the  Crown,  and  assigned  his  interest  in  a 
field,  or  in  an  acre  of  it,  that  such  a  principle  would  be 
just  or  reasonable  in  its  application ;  in  some  cases  it 
might  be,  in  others  not.  But  here  it  is  in  proof,  that 
after  this  lease  had  run  out,  Jeffrey  actually  held  as  a 
tenant  under  Buttel^  the  assignee  of  BtLcky  and  paid  a 
yearly  rent  of  JS15  ;  surely  then  he  could  not  stand  in 
the  way  of  Buttel  obtaining  from  the  Crown  a  right  para- 
mount to  his  in  this  one  acre,  for  he  acknowledged  him 
as  his  landlord.  But  independently  of  the  objections  to 
his  claim  in  reason,  and  independently  also  of  the  con- 
sideration, that  it  was  for  the  Crown  to  determine,  as 
they  did,  conclusively  upon  his  claim,  this  decree  certainly 
deals  more  rigidly  with  regard  to  the  supposed  pre- 
emption right  resting  on  such  a  foundation  as  is  alleged 
here,  and  springing  from  the  mere  grace  of  the  Crown, 
Judgment  than  it  would  be  right  to  do  if  the  same  privilege  on 
no  other  foundation  were  claimed  as  having  been  con- 
ceded by  a  subject.  I  do  not  consider  that  Jeffrey's 
right  to  be  admitted  to  purchase  is  made  out  conclusively, 
so  that  we  could  found  on  it  any  decree  in  an  ordinary 
case  between  subject  and  subject.  Whatever  his  claim 
was,  it  was  made  known  to  the  Crown  before  any  pateni 
issued,  and  on  a  review  and  consideration  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  Crown  made  the  patent  under  which  the 
appellant  claims,  and  declined  to  grant  to  the  respon- 
dent. There  was  no  equity  in  Jeffrey  as  against  the 
Crown  before  the  land  was  granted,  and  if  any  unfair 
conduct  in  the  appellant,  in  obtaining  the  patent,  would 
entitle  a  court  of  equity  to  decree  a  trust  in  favour  of 
Jeffrey y  arising  out  of  transactions  antecedent  to  the 
patent,  yet  no  such  misoonduct  was  shewn.  It  is  impos- 
sible to  hold,  that  a  man  insisting  openly  upon  his  right, 
and  taking  what  the  Crown  gives  him  with  a  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts,  is  guilty  of  fraud.  That  is  not  indeed 
pretended,  and  if  a  case  of  imposition  on  the  Crown  had 
been  made  out,  the  only  result  of  that  would  be,  that  the 


BRROB  AKD  APPBAL  RBPOBTS.  IIT 

patent  should  be  repealed,  and  the  Grown  left  to  dispose  1846. 
of  its  land  as  it  might  find  to  be  consistent  with  jostice. 
Whereas,  this  decree  makes  the  grantee  of  the  Crown  a 
trustee  for  the  plaintiff,  although  no  fraud  in  obtaining 
the  grant  is  alleged  to  hare  been  practised  by  any  one, 
and  nothing  is  shewn  that  could  upon  any  view  of  the 
case  be  considered  to  give  the  Court  of  Chancery  juris- 
diction in  equity  to  set  aside  the  grant,  and  to  decree,  as 
is  done  here,  that  the  patentee  shall  convey  to  the  person 
whose  interest  the  Crown  has  refused  to  recognise. 

Per  Gur. — Decree  reversed,  and  bill  dismissed 
with  costs. 


IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

\Before  the  Son.  J.  B.  Bobinsony  Chief  Jtutiee  ;  the 
Han.  Jonas  JoneBy  Ex  C;  the  Son.  J.  B.  Macaulayy  Ex.  ^f^ 
0. ;  the  Son.  Mr.  Jwitiee  McLean  ;  and  the  Son.  B.  8. 
JameMony  Viee-OhaneeUor  of  Upper  Oanada."] 

Oir  AS  Apfbal  fbox  thi  Diqisiov  or  his  Hohouk  thj  Viok-GbahosIiIiOR 
OP  Uppkb  Caitada. 


Uareh  16,17, 
prilft, 


"BHween  John  Tounq  Bown,  Appellant^  and  Aldbn 
Bakbr  Wbst,  Beapondent. 

Indian  righU — ReeUion  of  contract. 

Where  a  party,  complaining  of  fraud  in  the  execution  of  a  contract, 
filed  a  bill  to  have  it  rescinded,  and  it  appeared  that  after  discorer- 
ing  what  was  alleged  as  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  the  rendee 
had  continued  to  deal  with  the  property,  the  subject  of  the  contract : 

UtU^  that  on  that  account,  if  even  the  fraud  had  been  dearlj  estab- 
Udied,  the  vendee  was  not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed,  and  that  the 
same  rule  must  prevail  in  granting  or  refusing  relief  in  cases  where 
the  title  to  the  lands  in  question  is  vested  in  the  Crown,  as  where 
the  lands  have  been  granted. 

Mr.  Blake  and  Mr.  Brought  for  appellant. 
Mr.  Sullivan  and  Mr.  Eetenj  for  respondent. 
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1840.       The  judgment  of  the  oourt  wne  deliyered  by 


^^  RoBiNSONjC.  J. — The  plaintiff  in  this  cause  complaing  of 
^''^  the  defendant  having  deceived  him  in  the  sale  of  some  real 
property,  or  rather  of  the  defendant's  interest  in  it ;  and 
he  prays  to  have  the  contract  rescinded  on  the  gronnd  of 
fraud,  or  that  compensation  may  be  mi^de  for  an  alleged 
deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  land,  which  he  was  led  to 
believe  he  was  acquiring.  Enough  is  disclosed  in  the  case 
to  enable  us  to  see,  that  the  contract  between  these  parties 
was  for  the  sale  of  what  is  commonly  called  in  this  country 
Indian  lands,  being  part  of  the  large  tract  on  the  Grand 
river,  in  the  district  of  Oore,  which  the  government  of 
the  province  of  Quebec,  before  the  division  of  the  prov- 
^  ince  into   Upper  and  Lower   Canada,  set  apart  and 

reserved  for  the  exclusive  occupation  of  the  Six  Nations 
of  Indians,  who  at  the  conclusion  of  the  American  rebel- 
lion were  compelled  to  abandon  their  former  possessions 
in  the  revolted  colonies,  on  account  of  thtir  adherence  to 

The  government,  we  know,  always  made  it  their  care 
to  protect  the  Indians,  so  far  as  they  could,  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  their  property,  and  to  guard  them  against  being 
imposed  upon  and  dispossessed  by  the  white  inhabitants. 
What  particular  regulations  have  been  made  with  this 
view,  was  not  in  evidence  in  this  cause  ;  but  we  cannot 
be  supposed  to  be  ignorant  of  the  general  policy  of  the 
government,  in  regard  to  the  Indians,  so  far  as  it  has 
been  made  manifest  from  time  to  time  by  orders  of  council 
and  proclamations,  of  which  all  people  were  expected 
and  required  to  take  notice.  In  the  second  year  of 
Queen  Victoria,  a  statute  was  passed,  (ch.  15,)  the  object 
of  which  was  to  prevent  trespasses  upon  lands  reserved 
for  the  Indians ;  it  has  no  provisions  which  can  affect  the 
case  before  us.  But  we  know  that  beside  this  attempt 
to  restrain  people  from  intruding  as  trespassers  upon 
Indian  lands,  the  government  has  always  been  desirous 
to  deter  and  prevent  white  inhabitants  from  bargaining 
with  the  Indiana  for  the  purchase  of  their  lands,  though 
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their  efforts  to  that  end  had  beeh  very  far  from  effectaal.  1846. 
In  the  case  of  Doe  on  the  demise  of  Jadkson  v.  Wilkes^  {a) 
to  Which  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  alluded  in 
his  judgment  in  this  cause,  the  nature  of  the  Indian  title 
or  right  to  thi$  territory  upon  the  Grand  river,  came 
under  the  consideration  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
and  what  was  before  known  to  every  person  conversant 
with  the  public  acts  of  the  government  of  Upper  Canada 
at  an  early  day,  was  in  that  case  proved.  This  large 
tract  of  land  on  the  Grand  river,  eztehding  f^om  the 
mouth  of  the  river  on  Lake  Erie,  to  its  source,  and  com- 
prising a  breadth  of  six  miles  on  each  side  of  the  river, 
having  been  with  other  lands  purchased  by  the  govern- 
ment from  its  aboriginal  inhabitants  of  the  Chippawa 
nution,  Iras  set  apart  by  the  government  for  the 
exclusive  use  and  occwpation  of  the  Bix  I^ations  of 
Indians ;  and  the  intention  of  tho  goveriiment  to  retain  it 
always  for  their  use  and  benefit,  was  formally  declared 
in  an  instrument  Signed  by  General  Baldimandy  govet-  judgment 
nor  in  chief  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  in  the  year  1784, 
and  sealed,  not  Irith  the  great  seal  of  the  province,  which 
would  hdre  been  necessary  to  constitute  it  a  patent,  but 
with  the  seal  ti  arms  of  General  Baldimand.  The 
government  of  Upper  Canada,  acting  not  by  any  means 
in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  the  Six  Nations  of  Indians, 
but  acting  on  their  behalf  and  for  their  benefit,  and  upon 
a  full  understatidin^  with  them,  has  disposed  from  time 
to  time  of  parcels  of  this  territory  in  order  to  raise  funds 
for  fhte  supj^ort  and  assistance  of  the  Six  Nations.  In 
the  ejectment  case  in  the  Queeti's  Bench,  which  hais  been 
referred  to,  JacJnonj  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  was  a 
purchaser  of  a  small  piece  of  this  land  which  had  been 
thus  sold  for  the  Indians  through  the  agency  of  the 
government,  and  he  claimed  under  a  patent  from  the 
Crown,  which  had  been  issued  to  him  in  1885,  on  the  com- 
pletion of  his  purchase.  Wilkes,  the  defendant,  being 
in  occupation  of  that  piece  of  land,  (but  by  what  right  it 
did  not  appear,)  endeavoured  to  maintain  himself  in  pos- 
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1846  session  by  contending  that  the  patent  to  Jackson  was 
invalid,  by  reason  that  the  Crown  had  divested  itself  of 
the  legal  estate  in  the  land  by  the  instrument  made  by 
Governor  Haldimandj  in  1784,  and  was  therefore  not  in 
a  condition  to  make  the  grant  to  Jackson  in  1835,  under 
which  he  claimed.  The  Court  of  Eang's  Bench  decided 
against  the  objection,  for  the  reasons  given  in  their  judg- 
ment, and  upheld  Jackson's  title,  considering  that  the 
Crown  was  not  divested  of  the  legal  estate  by  the  instru- 
ment which  Governor  Saldimand  had  signed.  I  am 
not  surprised  that  it  should  have  appeared  to  his  Honour 
the  yice-Chancellor  to  follow,  as  a  consequence  of  this 
judgment,  that  the  interest  which  Botvn^  the  plaintiff  in 
this  suit,  represents  himself  to  have  bargained  for  with 
the  assignee  of  the  Indian,  Duncan^  was  not  such  an 
interest  as  can  form  the  foundation  for  a  bill  for  relief. 
The  truth,  no  doubt,  is,  that  he  and  the  defendant  West 
were  bargaining  about  lands  which,  though  they,  have 
Judgment  been  attempted  to  be  passed  from  one  person  to  another 
by  various  transfers,  belonged  all  the  time  wholly  to  the 
Crown  ;  they  were  lands  which  the  whole  of  the  Indians 
in  a  body  could  not  have  alienated,  because  they  had  no 
legal  estate  in  them,  and  of  which  any  individual  Indian 
could  still  less  pretend  a  right  to  alienate  any  particular 
part. 

This  was  undoubtedly  the  fact,  looking  merely  at  the 
actual  state  of  the  legal  title,  and  without  considering 
the  proclamations  which  are  known  to  have  been  issued 
from  time  to  time  by  the  government,  forbidding  people 
from  presuming  to  purchase  what  it  was  declared  the 
Indians  had  no  right  to  sell ;  and  which  proclamations, 
though  they  might  not  be  allowed  to  affect  the  legal 
rights  of  the  parties,  might  perhaps  be  found  entitled  to 
weight  in  considering  a  claim  to  equitable  relief.  If  the 
government  indeed  had  been  determined  rigidly  to  pre- 
vent all  trafficking  with  the  Indians  for  the  lands  which 
they  were  allowed  to  occupy,  they  could  perhaps  not 
have  taken  any  measure  more  effectual  and  expedient 
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for  that  purpose,  than  by  proeoring  a  legislative  proyi-  1846. 
sioD,  that  no  right  or  interest  which  any  party  should 
pretend  to  acquire  by  any  such  transfer,  should  be  made 
the  subject  of  any  suit  or  remedy  in  courts  of  law  or 
equity.  But  in  the  absence  of  any  such  enactment,  I 
think  we  cannot  go  the  length  of  holding  that  no  equity 
could  grow  out  of  the  dealing  which  the  parties  in  this 
suit  hare  had,  and  for  this  reason  only,  that  the  lands, 
respecting  which  the  plaintiff  says  he  was  bargaining, 
belonged  at  the  time  to  the  Crown ;  and  we  are  the 
more  unable  to  refuse  to  go  into  the  case  upon  that 
ground,  when  we  find  it  relied  upon  as  a  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  and  not  denied,  and  when  indeed  every 
one  knows  the  fact  to  be,  that  the  government,  in  pro- 
ceeding as  they  have  done,  to  sell  portions  of  this  Indian 
tract  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indians,  have  in  general  made 
it  their  rule  to  protect  the  white  men  whom  they  find  in 
possession  of  portions  of  the  lands  under  purchases  or 
agreements  with  the  Indians,  to  this  extent,  that  they 
reserve  to  them  a  right  of  pre-emption  in  the  lands  which 
they  have  occupied  and  improved.  This  may  in  some 
cases,  according  to  the  extent  and  value  of  the  land 
occupied,  be  a  very  substantial  interest,  and  such  as  a 
court  of  equity  could  hardly  refuse  to  acknowledge 
when  they  are-i^lied  to  with  a  view  to  obtaining  a 
remedy  against  positive  fraud.  These  dealings  in  this 
country  respecting  land  of  which  the  legal  estate  is  still 
in  the  Crown,  or  of  which  the  Grown  has  divested  itself 
after  it  had  become  the  subject  of  contracts  and  agree- 
ments between  individuals,  are  very  likely  to  give  rise 
to  peculiar  equities,  which  the  courts  here  may  have  to 
decide  upon  without  the  aid  of  cases  adjudged  in  Eng- 
land upon  the  same  points.  The  case  of  BauUon  v. 
Jeffrey  J  (a)  which  was  determined  by  this  court  last  year, 
in  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  is  one  of  that 
description ;  and  it  seems  to  have  presented  itself  to 
the  Vice-chancellor  as  material  to  be  considered  in  con- 
nexion with  the  case  now  before  us.    But  an  examina- 

(a)  Ante  page  111. 
16  VOL.  I. 
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1846.  tion  of  the  grotmdt  on  whieh  that  case  utts  decided^ 
which  were  fully  stated  in  girag  judgment,  will  shew,  I 
think,  that  we  cannot  derive  much  sad  from  it  in  decid* 
ing  the  present.  What  seems  to  have  struck  his  Honour 
the  Yice^Cfaaneellor  as  a  point  in  that  case  which  might 
apply  in  this,  was,  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  objected 
to  entertaining  alleged  equities  as=  arising  out  of  trans- 
actions between  individuals  respecting  lands,  the  legal 
estate  in  which  was  at  the  time  wholly  in  the  Grown; 
but  that  was  not  exactly  the  ground.  There  the  king, 
while  he  owned  the  efstate,  had  leased  it  for  a  term  of 
years;  and  the  lessee  had'SUb-letiasmfaH  portion  of  the 
land,  and  had  assigned  his  inter^sl!  in  it,  respecting 
which  small  portion  of  the  lot  there  had  been  several 
transactions ;  and  afterwards,  when  the  term  had  ezpred, 
and  the  Grown  sold  the  whole  lot  to  a  purchaser,  who  in 
regard  to  any  real  or  supposed  right  of  renewal  repre- 
*  sented  the  lessee  of  the  whole  lot,  the  person  who  held 
Jadgmeat  ^^^  temporary  interest  in  the  small  portion  under  the 
first  Ussee,  set  up  a  right  to  be  allowed  to  acquire  the 
fee  in  that  small  portion  by  purchase,  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  purchaser  of  the  whole  lot.  The  government 
took  the  claims  of  the  parties  into  their  consideration, 
and  on  their  view  of  what  was  reasonable,  declined  to 
separate  the  small  portion  of  the  lot  from  the  other  on 
the  sale,  and  made  their  patent  for  the  whole  lot  to  the 
person  claiming  under  the  ori^nal  lessee.  It  appeared 
to  the  court,  that  it  would  be  unreasonable  in  itself,  and 
would  tend  to  unsetde  titles  to  a  degree  very  unjust  and 
prejudicial,  if  after  the  government,  in  such  cases,  had 
decided  upon  the  claims  of  parties,  and  had  issued  their 
patent  upon  their  view  of  what  each  had  a  right  to 
expect  £rom  them,  the  parties  who  had  been  urging  their 
claims  before  the  government,  should  afterwards  be 
allowed  to  go  behind  the  patent,  and  attack  each  other 
upon  equities  growing  out  of  tixeir  contracts  antecedent 
to  its  issuing. 

This  was  one  consideration  of  several  on  which  the 
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Cftpe  ^f  JBaultan  v.  J^r^  was  decided.  Tp  what  axtont  1846. 
it  would  l>e  right,  to  maintaip  that  principle,  it  was  not 
n^ceaaarj  to  detern^ine,  because  the  court  indepejiideatlj 
of  it,  and  u|^  the  facts  shewn  by  the  j^ties,  was  of 
opiniQii  that  ^eplain^ff  did  not  make  out  a  claim  to 
sQdi.  a  decree  as  he  prajed  for ;  an4  besides,  that  ci^e 
did  Apt,  as  ri^g^ds  aiiy  cou^j^eiiatiion  of  (fajiG^liif^d,  r^emble 
.l!he:preB«Qt,  ifhere  the  Crown  hfui  apiji^e  no  (fiatj^nt  ,tp 
,#i(ber  of  the  ^OQten|Eli9g;P9irti6S,.QrtOii^%^ 
:Oth#r  facts  ipn  which  the^ bill  .is  founded  haTo  ,not,  as  it 
appears,  been  deciided  upon  by  the  government,  orinapy 
JAMU^r  br4>ught  uQ4er  their  notice.  It  /srill  be  found  on 
extwu^ng  the  ^ase  of  BtnUton  v.  JeffrQfy  that,  the.  Court 
of  Appeal  dijd  not  lay  down  a  prix^ciple  so  broad,  as  that 
th^re  OQUld  not  be  a  suit  m  law  or  equity  growing,  out  of 
a  extract  between  parties^  respecting  an  interest  in 
lands,  which  at.  the  time  werc^  legally  vested  in.  the  Crown. 
Questions  of  this  kind  are  amo9g^t  the  most  important, 
fromloc^  ^ircumstaoc^s,  that  can. arise  incur  counts,  jadgfrnent 
lit  is  of  ^eat  consequence,  that  we  should  be  as  consis- 
tent as  pofluble  in  the  view  we  take  of  thevi,, and  this 
isan  be  best  insured  by  endeavouring  to  ke^  the  wi^y 
dear  as  we  proceed.  Upon  the  merits  of  the  case  before 
us,  after  the  host  consideration,  whiqh  J  have  beon  able 
to  give  to.the  plea^gs  and  evidence,  I  qo^cide  in  the 
opinion  of  fbeYiceTChaAcellor,  that  bQ,Pfl!il4.not  prop^ly 
do  otherwise  than  dismiss  the  bill. 

The  plfuntiff  's  statements  in  his  bill  amount  in  sub- 
stance to  this:  first,  that  the  defendant,  in  the  early 
part  of  September,  1848,  agreed  to  sell  him,  for  £265, 
all  the  eitqte^  rights  titky  interestf  and  poHse^sion  of  him 
,  the  drfendantj  of  and  in  a  certain  one  hundred  and 
tinrtyrfour  acres  of  land  in  the  township  of  Brantford, 
which  are  described  by  metes  and  bounds  in  the  bill. 
Sooondly,  that  in  pursuance  of  this  agr^ment,  the 
.  defendant  did,  on  the  14th  of  September,  1843,  execute 
.a  wntiqg  under  his  hand  and  sc^l,  by  whiph  he  granted, 
bargained,  ^Id,  ke.,  to  the  plaintiff,  liis  h^irs  and 


Bown 
▼. 

W«8t 


124  ERROR  AKB  APP8AL  RBPORTS. 

1846.  assigns,  all  the  right,  title,  claim  possession,  and  demand 
whatsoever  of  him  the  defendant,  in  and  to  certain  deeds 
of  assignment  therein  specified,  which  deeds  are  described 
in  the  instrument  executed  by  the  defendant,  viz.:  ^^  of 
and  in  the  annexed  assignment  or  quit-elaim  from  John 
McDonald  to  the  said  Abraham  Bradley ^  and  from  the 
said  Abraham  Bradley  to  Alden  Baker  Westr  Thirdly, 
that  when  defendant  agreed  (as  plaintiff  states)  ^^  to  sell 
to  him  all  his  estate,  right,  title,  interest  and  possession 
of  and  in  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres  described 
in  the  bill,"  and  (as  I  understand  the  plaintiff's  state- 
ment) before  the  deed  of  the  14th  of  September,  1848, 
was  executed,  he,  the  defendant,  represented  himself  as 
having  a  leasehold,  or  some  valuable  and  transferable 
estate  of  and  in  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres 
described  in  the  bill,  and  as  being  entitled  to  the  posses- 
session,  and  being  in  fact  in  possession  thereof.  Fourthly, 
that  the  plaintiff  paid  iS112  10s.  on  account  of  the  pur- 
chase money  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  bargain,  and 
gave  his  note  at  seven  days'  sight  for  the  residue  of  the 
iS265,  agreed  to  be  paid  by  him  as  the  purchase  money. 
Fifthly,  that  the  purchase  having  been  thus  far  com- 
pleted, the  plaintiff 's  agent  in  the  transaction,  Robert 
B,  Bowny  after  the  execution  of  the  assignment  of  the 
14th  of  September,  1848,  went  with  the  defendant  to 
view  the  premises,  and  receive  possession.  Tha  the 
then  received  possession  of  a  tavern,  situated  on  the  said 
tract,  which  was  occupied  by  a  tenant  of  the  defendant ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  believed  that  the  possession  so 
given  to  him  of  the  tavern,  was  given  as  possession  of 
the  whole  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres.  Sixthly, 
that  some  days  after  this,  the  plaintiff  was  informed  by 
one  Hansony  the  tenant  of  the  defendant,  and  then  for 
the  first  time  learned,  that  the  defendant  had  only  an 
interest  in  thirty  acres  of  the  one  hundred  and  thirty- 
four,  and  had  been  in  possession  of  no  more.  Seventhly, 
that  £112  10s.,  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  is  more  than  those 
premises  are  worth,  of  which  he  obtained  possession. 
Plaintiff  charges  that  the  defendant,  when  he  agreed  to 


Jndgmtnt. 


ER^OR  AND  APPBAL  REPORTS.  125 

sell  him  the  property,  well  knew  that  he  had  no  yaloable  1846. 
interest  in  the  whole  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres, 
and  that  he  neither  had,  nor  was  entitled  to  have,  posses- 
sesion  of  more  than  thirty  acres ;  that  he  induced  the 
plaintiff  to  enter  into  the  agreement  by  misrepresentations 
and  suppression  of  the  truth  of  matters  within  his  own 
knowledge;  and  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  has  in  fact  receiyed 
no  consideration  for  the  promissory  note  which  the 
defendant  holds  for  the  unpaid  portion  of  the  purchase 
money;  and  he  prays  to  haye  the  contract  rescinded, 
and  the  note  ordered  to  be  deliyered  up  to  him  ;  or  that 
compensation  may,  if  he  elects  it,  be  decreed  by  an 
abatement  in  price. 

In  those  parts  of  his  answer  which  the  plaintiff  has 
read  in  eyidence,  the  defendant  admits,  that  about  the 
year  1884,  one  WiUiam  Parker  was  in  possession  of 
about  fifteen  or  twenty  acres  of  Indian  land,  being  part 
of  the  Indian  tract  near  Brantford,  with  a  dwelling  jadgmnt. 
house  thereon ;  that  he  entered  into  treaty  with  Parker 
for  the  purchase  of  his  right  and  interest  in  and  to  these 
premises ;  and  that  in  the  course  of  their  treaty,  Parker 
produced  as  eyidence  of  his  title  to  the  premises,  an 
assignment  from  one  JDuneambej  (otherwise,  it  seems, 
called  Duneauy)  an  Indian,  whereby  he  conyeyed  to 
Parker  all  his  right,  interest,  and  possession  of  and  in 
the  said  dweUing-hausey  and  the  land  thereto  adjainingj 
containing  one  hundred  and  twenty*four  acres  more  or 
less,  as  suryeyed  by  Mr.  Lewis  Burwell,  and  including 
the  cleared  and  improyed  land  which  Parker  had  offered 
to  sell  him  ;  and  the  defendant  admits,  that  he  believes 
the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres  to  be  the  same 
tract  as  is  described  in  the  plaintiff's  bill.  That  he 
belieyed,  that  by  taking  an  assignment  of  this  deed, 
which  Parker  held  from  Duncan^  and  by  taking  posses- 
tion  of  the  dwelling-bouse  and  cleared  land,  (which  were 
the  immediate  objects  of  his  purchase,)  he  would  acquire 
not  only  a  right  to  keep  possession  of  the  dwelling- 
house  and  cleared  land,  but  also  a  right  to  ei^ter  on  the 
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1846.  remainder  of  the  snryey^d  tract  of  one  hundred  and 
thirty^-four  acres,  and  to  take  actual  poasesBion  by  elear- 
ing  and  fencing.  That  under  this  impreesion  he  gave 
£125  for  the  purehase,  and  took  an  aseignmeDt  of 
Dunean'n  deed,  and  was  put  into  possession  of  ihe 
dwelling'-house  and  cleared  land  adjoining,  and  remained 
in  possession  from  that  time  till  die  sale  to  B/Atrt  R^ 
JBoi^n,  plaintWs  agent. 

This  is  the  account  he  gives  of  the  origin,  nature,  aad 
extent  of  his  own  title.  He  then  says,  that  while  he 
was  thus  in  possession  he  cleared  ai»d  improved  dlMWt 
fifteen  or  twenty  acres  more  of  the  tract  of  one  hundred 
and  thirty-four  acres,  and  enclosed  the  whole  cleared 
land,  being  about  thirty^five  acres,  and  built  a  tavern 
thereon  with  out-houses.  That  one  BraMeyy  while 
defendant  was  in  possession,  held  the  deed  from  Ihmwn 
to  Parker^  and  the  assignment  of  it  to  the  defendant, 
jadgnent.  ^  ^  Security  for  a  debt  due  to  him  by  the  defendant ;  of 
which  drcumstance  the  defendant  informed  Robert  JR. 
Bowuj  who  thereupon  advanced  him  j662  10s.,  in  order 
to  enable  him  to  pay  Braiiey  his  debt,  and  take  up  the 
deeds,  which  the  defendant  had  .told  him  must  be  done 
before  he  could  tranter  the  writinge  to  him.  That  the 
defendant  then  paid  Bradley y  and  got  his  deeds,  inclu- 
ding (as  the  answer  says)  the  deeds  from  Bunoan  to 
Parker,  exA  from  Parker  to  the  defendwt,  (what  other 
deeds  besides  these  there  could  have  been  we  are  left  to 
conjecture,  for  no  other  deeds  than  those  two  had  been 
'  hitherto  mentioned,  either  in  the  answer  or  the  bill.) 
He  says  he  exhibited  these  deeds  to  Robert  R.  Baum^ 
who  examined  them,  and  expressed  himself  perfectly 
satisfied  with  them.  This  is  the  whole  amount  of  the 
defendant's  admissions  read  in  evidence.  On  the  other 
hand  he  denies,  in  his  answer,  (folio  27,)  thf^t  such  nego- 
ciation  as  is  mentioned  in  the  bill,  or  any  other  n^ocia- 
tion  than  as  he  the  defendant  relates,  was  at  any  time 
conduded,  ^^  or  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  purchase  the 
interest  pr  possession  of  defendant,  or  any  other  estate, 
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interest  pr  poedesskm  of  or  in  the  pr^aiseB  in  the  said    184a 
bill  mentioned."  '  ^^— v— ^ 

Bown 
▼. 

The  defendant  states,  that  when  the  agreement  was  . 
made,  and  until  after  the  transfer  by  him  had  been 
aotnally  signed,  he  knew  nothing  of  any  one  \iM\t  Robert 
B.  Bourn  in  the  transaction,  and  considered  he  was 
dealing  with  him  as  principal,  and  not  with  the  plaintiff, 
Ins  son«  It  is  possible,  therefore,  that  in  the  last  section 
of  this  part  of  Ids  answer,  he  may  only  intend  to  deny 
that  he  made  with  the  plaintiff  any  snch  agreement  as 
is  stated  in  the  bill;  but  still  he  does  deny  in  genial 
terms  any  negociations  about  a  purchase,  except  such 
as  he  himself  sets  out ;  and  in  folio  24  of  his  answer, 
expressly  declares,  that  except  as  he  has  stated  in  his 
answer, ''  no  agreement  was  at  any  time  entered  into  by 
and  between  defendant  and  plaintiff,  nor  any  agreement 
by  or  between  ang  other  parties  for  the  eale  or  the  pur- 
ehaee  of  the  premisee  in  the  eaufbUl  mentioned^  or  any  judgBi«nt 
part  therwf;"  so  that  the  answer  does  in  fact  deny  any 
agreement  by  the  defendant  for  sale  of  the  premises,  , 
except  snch  an  agreement  as  he  himself  states;  and 
does  therefore  deny  the  allegation  in  the  bill,  on  which 
the  whole  equity  was  founded^  that  in  September,  1843,  . 
he  agreed  to  sell  to  plaintiff,  for  £265,  '^  all  the  estate, 
right,  title,  interest,  and  possession  of  the  defendant  of 
and  in  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres  of  the  land 
described  in  the  bill;"  unless  the  agreement,  as  it  is 
stated  in  the  answer,  amounts  to  that.  That  depends 
upon  the  oonstruotton  which  it  is  fair  to  give  the  words 
"pr«m«e<,"  ^^ premises  aforesaidy''  &c.,  as  used  in  vari- 
ous Jylaces  between  the  third  and  ninth  folios  of  the 
answer.  The  point  does  not  seem  very  clear,  and 
indeed  so  far  as  any  thing  said  by  the  defendant,  in 
these  parts  of  his  answer  last  referred  to,  could  furnish 
any  admission  of  an  agreement  not  proved  by  writing, 
and  thus  serve  to  help  the  plaintiff,  were  the  difficulty 
created  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  it  is  to  no  purpose  to 
Weigh  their  precise  import,  because  the  plaintiff  has  not 
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1646.  made  those  statements  in  the  answer  evidence  by  read« 
ing  them.  It  is  only  necessary  to  consider  the  transfer 
in  connexion  with  snch  parts  of  the  answer  as  refer 
to  them  under  the  saving  words,  ^^  except  as  aforesaid," 
with  a  view  to  consider  what  the  defendant  can  be 
properly  said  to  have  denied  on  his  oath,  and  what  the 
plaintiiF  is  consequently  under  the  necessity  of  proving 
by  such  evidence  as  the  practice  in  equity  requires. 
Having  read  over  these  passages  repeatedly,  and 
with  attention,  I  cannot  satisfy  myself  that  we  can 
justly  understand  the  defendant  as  saying  any  thing 
more  in  his  account  of  the  bargain,  as  given  in  his 
answer  from  the  beginning  to  the  ninth  folio,  than  that 
he  bought  from  Mr.  Parker  the  premises  which  he 
occupied,  namely,  the  house  and  cleared  land  of  which 
he  was  in  possession,  hoping  to  acquire,  by  such 
purchase  and  subsequent  extension  of  his  improvements, 
an  interest  in  a  further  part  of  the  one  hundred  and 
thirty-four  acres,  or  in  fhe  whole  of  it,  through  Duncan' % 
deed  to  Parker ^  of  which  he  took  an  assigment ;  and 
when  he  states  in  the  fiifth  folio,  that  he  cleared  fifteen 
or  twenty  acres  more,  and  fenced  the  whole  clearing  of 
thirty-five  acres,  and  built  thereon  a  tavern  and  out-houses, 
and  directly  after  states  that  Robert  M.  Bourn  came  and 
offered  him  (1000 /or  the  premtsee  aforesaid^  I  think  he 
means  for  the  premises  which  he  had  so  described,  and 
which  he  had  reduced  to  possession,  that  is,  the  tavern 
and  cleared  land  which  he  could  deliver  over,  and  not 
the  unimproved  remainder  of  the  one  hundred  and  thirty- 
four  acres,  which  he  had  merely  hoped  to  add  to  his 
possession  in  proportion  as  *he  could  clear  and  improve 
it;  but  which  unimproved  remainder  of  the  tract  (as 
Burwell  had  surveyed  it)  he  does  seem  to  have  been 
quite  willing  that  Bown  should  have  the  same  claim  to 
that  he  had,  that  is  the  claim  of  making  whatever  he 
could  of  it,  under  the  writings  which  he  was  transferring 
to  him.  Thus  stands  the  case  upon  the  bill  and  answer, 
in  regard  to  the  plaintiff's  first  allegation  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  interest  and  property  sold  to  him,  but 
independently  of  any  question  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
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wktok  it  will  be  neoesBury  hereafter  to  eonsider.  In  1846. 
regard  to  the  pUuntUT^B  next  allegation  of  what  the 
defendant  did  aetnally  Bsenre  by  the  deed  of  14th  Sep* 
temper,  1848,  ihere  ie  no  question,  becanse  the  deed  is 
traly  set  ont,  and  speaks  for  itself.  Then  as  to  the 
plaintiff's  statement,  that  *^  defendant  represented  him- 
self as  having  a  leasehold  or  some  valuable  and  transfer- 
able estate  of  and  in  the  one  hnndred  and  thnty-four 
aere$  described  in  the  MZ,  and  as  being  entiUed  to  the 
poeeeeeion,  and  being  in  fact  in  poeseseim  thereof*^  the 
plaintiff  has  certainly  not  read  from  the  answer  any 
admission  of  that  diai^e,  and  the  answer  (folios  10, 16 
and  28,)  negatives  sndi  representation,  not  perhaps  in 
terms  so  preoise  as  it  Inight  have  done ;  though  when  the 
defendant  in  folio  twenty-ihree  swears  that  *^  except  as 
tfemiaid^*'  he  did  not  at  any  time  represent  himself  as 
having  any  valuable  or  transferable,  or  other  estate  or 
mtereet  of  or  in  the  tract  of  land,  in  the  said  bill 
described,  (that  is  the  whole  of  the  one  hundred  and 
thirty*fonr  acres,)  either  as  being  entitled  to,  or  being  in 
fact  in  the  possession  thereof;  and  when  there  is  nothing 
in  the  answer  acknowledging  any  such  representation, 
or  amounting  to  it,  we  cannot  say  that  there  is  not  such 
a  denial  of  the  representation  alleged  as  throws"  upon 
the  plaintiff  the  whole  burthen  of  proving  it.  The 
statements  in  the  bill,  of  the  defendant  having  gone 
after  the  sale  and  put  plaintiff's  agent  in  possession  of 
the  tavern,  giving  it  to  him  as  possession  of  and  for  the 
whole  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres,  are  clearly 
and  explicitly  denied ;  and  as  to  the  charge,  which  is 
indispensable  to  the  case  as  one  of  fraud,  viz.,  that  the 
defendant  well  knew,  when  he  made  the  agreement,  that 
he  had  no  interest  in  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-fbur 
acres,  and  that  he  neither  had,  nor  was  entitled  to  have, 
possession  of  more  than  thirty  acres,  he,  the  defendant, 
denies  that  he  had  ever  represented  Idmself  to  be  so 
entitled,  or  in  possession  of  die  one  hundred  and  thirty- 
four  acres ;  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  disclaim  any 
knowledge  of  his  want  of  interest  or  title  to  such 
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1846.  possession,  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  himself  from  a 
•^^  charge  of  positive  misrepresentation ;  but  so  far  as  it 
might  be  necessary  to  relieve  himself  from  the  charge  of 
fraudulent  conceaJment  of  his  knowledge  of  the  non- 
existence of  certain  facts  which  he  must  have  known  the 
plaintiff  to.  have  believed  in,  and  by  which  he  must  have 
supposed  him  to  have  been  influenced  in  making  the 
purchase,  it  would  be  material  to  the  defendant  to  deny 
the  guilty  knowledge  imputed  to  him,  notwithstanding 
he  had  made  no  direct  representation  inconsistent  with' 
it.  The  answer  does  contain  such  a  denial,  for  the 
defendant  swears  (folio  57)  that  except  as  he  had*before 
stated,  he  did  not  know  that  he  had  not  any  valuable  or 
assignable  interest  in  the  whole  of  the  premises  in  the 
bill  mentioned,  or  that  he  neither  had  in  fact,  nor  was 
entitled  to  have,  the  possession  thereof,  nor  any  greater 
portion  than  thirty  acres  or  therebouts.  What  he  did 
know  on  the  subject,  is.  what  the  deeds  disclosed,  and 
JadgnM&t  what  he  has  before  stated  as  to  the  condition  of  the 
premises.  Thus  the  case  appears  to  stand  upon  the  bill 
and  answer. 

Then  we  have  to  consider  that  the  plaintiff  grounds 
his  claim  to  relief  on  an  allegation  that  the  defendant 
agreed  to  sell  him  '^alibis  estate,  right,  title,  interest 
and  possession  of  and  in  the  certain  one  hundred  and 
thirty-four  acres  described  by  metes  and  bounds  in  the 
#  bill,"  and  he  produced  the  deed  made  upon  the  occasion 
of  the  sale,  which  instead  of  conveying  ^'  aU  the  defend- 
ant's right,''  &c.,  to  any  particular  one  hundred  and 
thirty-four  acres  of  land,  merely  assigns  and  transfers 
all  the  defendant's  right,  title,  claim,  possession  and 
demand  of,  in  and  to  ^*  a  certain  paper  annexed  to  the 
deedf^  which  is  therein  described  as  an  assignment  or 
quit-claim  from  one  McDonald  to  Bradley ^  and  from 
Bradley  to  the  defendant.  Assigning  all  a  man's  right 
and  interest  in  a  certain  tract  of  land,  is  a  very 
distinct  thing  from  assigning  all  his  right  and  title  to  a 
certain  paper  which  concerns  that  land,  even  supposing 
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the  land  referred  to  in  the  one  case,  and  in  the  other  to    1846. 
be  dearly  and  completely  identical. 


Besides,  the  deed  from  McDonald  to  Bradley  did  not 
assome  to  convey  a  title  to  any  land,  but  only  assigned 
to  BradUy  his  right  and  claim  in  a  certain  sheriff**  deed 
or  auignment  annexed.  McDonald' %  deed  was  made  on 
the  12th  Janaary,  1842;  the  sheriff's  deed  annexed, 
was  made  29th  March,  1888,  and  purported  that  upon  a 
writ  of  fi,  fa.j  in  which  one  Barry  was  plaintiff  against 
this  defendant  West  and  one  Lodar^  defendants,  he,  the 
sheriff,  had  seized  as  a  chattel  of  Lodor's  an  unexpired 
term  of  twenty-one  yeare,  in  certain  lands  specified  in 
an  assignmrat  thereunto  annexed,  dated  the  28th  July, 
18^,  from  Parker;  which  assignment  one  would 
expect  to  find  was  an  assignment  to  Lodor^  but  it  is  in 
fact  ain  assignment  to  this  defendant  West^  the  other 
debtor  in  the /./a.,  who  it  appears  did  on  the  8th  Feb- 
ruary, 1887,  assign  to  Lodor,  by  writing  endorsed,  all 
his  interest  in  the  instrument  executed  to  him  by  Parker j 
and  the  sheriff  by  his  deed  assigns  to  McDonald^  for 
JE96,  as  being  purchaser  at  the  sale  the  residue  of  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years  assigned  by  Pafker  to  defend- 
ant West ;  but  first  created  by  a  deed  of  the  Indian 
Duncan^  made  20th  December,  1881,  grantbg  a  lease 
for  twenty-one  years  to  Parker. 

Then,  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  deed  by  which 
Parker  assigned  to  Weet^  and  which  is  the  foundation 
up  to  that  time  of  all  this  chain  of  title,  we  find  it  a 
deed  by  which  Parker  assigns  to  West^  not  any  one 
hundred  and  thirty-four  acres  of  land,  but  *^  oB  his 
improvements  in  a  certain  one  hundred  and  thirty-fow  ^ 
acres  of  land  described  by  metes  and  bounds"  in  the 
deed,  and  which  is  the  same  as  the  plaintiff  described  in 
his  bill.  There  seems  to  be  some  confusion  in  the 
matter,  for  this  deed,  instead  of  being  what  the  sheriff's 
deed  describes  it,  an  assignment  of  a  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  is  a  conveyance  to  hold  to  West  in  fee ;  but 
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1846.   in  the  habendumj  as  well  as  ia  the  granting.  p$vt^  the 

conveyance  is  confined  to  the  impr^vemensU  and  iuOd- 

ings  only.  ^  I  mean  that  the  deed  does  not  profess  and 

assume  to  make  a  title  to  any  thing  else,  but  it  does  in 

the  conclusion  add,  diat  the  grantoi?  thereby  assigns  to 

Weitf  his  heirs  and  assigns,,  ^^  all  right,  title  and  interest 

which  he  has  or  can  pretend  to,  to  and  in  the  land  aib<w$^ 

deicribedf  (that  is  the  one  hondred  and  thirty-four  iMares,) 

wbgUtuting  the  eaid  We$t  in  hisfufl  right  to^  and  plaee 

t%  the  premiiee:  abwe  deecribedf''  and  eondnding  thnsi 

^^  turning  and  traneferring  from  me  te  the  eafd  Weetj 

&c^  die  said  lands   ^nd  premises  witii  all  that  has. 

followed  or  may  follow  them."    It.  can  hasdOiy  fiul  to 

strike  one  here^  how  differently  Parker^  from  whom,  diia 

defendant  rec^ved  his  title,  ventured  to  deal  with  ^ei 

one  hundred  and  thirty-fouc  acres  generaUy,,  and  wk)^ 

that  part  of  it  which  he  had  cleared  and,  ooi^ipied;:  the 

latter  portion  he  takes  upon  himself  to  ooiiyey  as  people 

,  ordinarily  convey  «»  estate,.  bi|t  when  he  speaki  o£  the 

lande  alfove  diseeribed^  including  the  onet  hxuidred  and 

thirty-four^  he  ventures  only  to  ^^  turn  ovw.  his  rif^ti  to 

Weet;'  and  puta  him  in  ''  hie  place^'*  with;  ''aU.,  thai 

nufif  fotUaw  them*"    I  inention  this  as  tending  to.  v:ak» 

very  probable  tba  defendant's  stateni^ti^^  that  he,  had 

xna^e.  bis  agreemeiit  mlih  the  jihm^  m*k  mmhr,  cautioa 

to  that  which  had  been  used  in  selling  opt  tUa^nonr 

descript  title  to  himself.    When  Parker  made  this  deed 

to^  Weett  ha  held  a  deed  dated  10th  Mardi,  i»^, 

made  hy,  the  Indian  Ihnnean  tp  hiza,  assigning  as 

Parker  afterwards  did^  his  budldinge  and  improm- 

mentB,made  on  the.  one  hundred  and  thirtj/tifeur  aeree* 

And  this-  deed  is  more  remarkable^  beoause  BumSan 

*eove»an^pji\j  that>^  A«  ie  the  true  oumer  oftheimpnau^ 

mente^andbuildinffef  according  tothscuetfipi  qfthelndignje 

ijil  Jiieotm  laffourhatfinffmade.the  earn;"  and  he  ther<^eKe 

takes^  upon  himself  to  convey  the  buildinga  and  impn)ve- 

menta  to  Parker  in  fee^  and  to  j^ve  this  covenant  thafr 

he  had  a  right  to  sell  them.    But  in  the  sama  si^rit  that 

Parker  afterwards  acted  in.  assigning  to  Tf^^,  ha  quits 


WM. 
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daim  and  simreiiders  up  in  addhaon,  all  the  right  asid  I844l« 
interest  (whatever  it  might  be)  which  he  had  to  the  whole 
described  tract  of  one  hnndred  and  thirty-foiur  acres ; 
engapng  that  if  ever  the  Isdians  should  yield  np  the 
land  to  the  Kng,  whereby  PoHb^r  might  have  an  oppor* 
tnnity  to  pwehase,  he  would  do  nothing  to  oppose  his 
claim,  and  wonld  not  oanse  or  advise  any  other  Indian 
to  make  (daim  to  it ;  bnt  as  fisur  as  he  conld^  he  wonld 
protect  him  in  the  peaceiAle  possession  of  it.  It  does 
not  appear  from,  diese  papers  from  what  quarter  Ae 
sheriff  ooudd  have  taken  his  idea  of  ^a  tenn  of  twen^- 
one  years;  bnt  the  document  printed  as  exhibit  S. 
explains  it.  That  was  a  deed  made  2Qih  of  December, 
1881,  l^  Ihmeai^  Fmh^r^  leasing  for  »  smidl  annual 
rent,  for  twenty-one  years,  two  hundred  acres  of  land 
described  by  metes  and  bounds,  which  carry  the  UmiU 
on  one  Me  ^^to  the  farm  or  land  occupied  orposieesed 
by^ietpidow  TtMl^^ — (which  is  important  as  shewing 
that  no  one,  daiming  under  this  deed  at  least,  could  j 
suppose  he  had  a  right  to  interfere  with  Mrs.  !Puttle'8 
possession.)  In  this  deed'  Duncan  covenants,  that 
Parker  shall  enjoy  all  the  premises  demised  during  the 
term.  Of  course  if  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four 
acres,  as  described,  form  part  of  the  tract  described  in 
thn  lease,  then  the  deed  to  Parker,  in  1880,  from  the 
same  person,  of  all  hie  interest  in  the  lands,  would' 
extinguish  lite  term  that  was  by  this  deed  granted  to 
him ;  but  still  as  the  sheriff  did  sell  the  residue  of  a 
term  only,  specifying  its  commencement  and  duration, 
and  not  oBthe  int&reet  which  the  debtor  had  in  the  land, 
and  sold  it  under  a  writ  against  chattels,  which  can  only 
operate  upon  a  term,  we  cannot  look  upon  this  plaintiff 
as  being  entitled  to  more  under  the  said  assignment  of 
the  sheriffs  deed  than  the  deed  could  convey,  and  notlv- 
ing  more  is  ia  fact  assigned  by  defendant's  deed  to  the 
plaintiff,  than  the  mere  ^^cfe^  or  writvngt^*  from 
McDonald  to  Bradtey  and  Bradley  to  West.  And* 
admitting  that  we  can  by  construction  understand  the- 
assiQiiQ^t  of  these  cUeda-  to  be  an  assignment  of  the 
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1840.  estate  and  interest  conveyed  by  them,  still  that  interest 
is  nothing  but  an  onexpired  term  of  twanty-one  years, 
and  not  what  the  plaintiff  states  it  to  be  in  his  bill,  an 
assignment  of  all  the  defendant's  titUy  and  interest  in 
the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres  of  land ;  and  if 
when  the  sheriff's  deed  is  so  precise  as  this  is,  selling 
only  the  residue  of  a  specific  limited  term,  we  could 
extend  the  effect  of  the  sale  and  conveyance  so  as  to 
make  it  embrace  all  that  the  deed  from  Parker  to  WeU 
could  coyer,  both  as  to  estate  and  quantity  of  land, 
(which  I  think  we  could  not  do,)  then  we  must  see  what 
the  effect  of  that  deed  is ;  and  we  find,  as  I  have 
already  stated,  that  all  that  it  pretends  to  convey  or 
assure  absolutely  is  improvement$  or  buiidings^  and 
that  as  to  the  rest,  it  merely  gives  over  whatever  claim 
Parker  had. 


Jndgmtnt 


The  plaintiff  does  not  complain  that  he  was  imposed 
upon  by  being  drawn  in  to  sign  a  deed  fraudulently 
made  by  the  defendant*  to  express  something  different 
from  what  was  intended  by  him ;  nor  does  he  pray  for 
relief  on  the  ground  of  mistake.  It  was  the  plaintiff 
who  drew  the  deed  which  the  defendant  signed,  and  the 
deeds  which  are  referred  to  in  it  were  in  his  hands.  K 
under  such  circumstances  he  could  come  for  relief  against 
the  deed,  on  the  ground  of  imposition  or  mistake,  he 
does  not  come  with  any  case  of  that  kind ;  but  he  asks  us 
to  look  upon  him  as  having  purchased  one  thing,  when 
the  deed  drawn  by  himself,  and  which  he  does  not  com- 
plain of  as  being  executed  under  any  circumstances  of 
fraud  or  mistake,  in  regard  to  what  it  contained,  shews 
that  he  purchased  another  thing.  This  then  is  a  plain 
case  of  seeking  to  add  to,  or  alter,  a  written  instrument 
by  parol  evidence,  not  an  agreement  alleged  to  be 
subsequently  made  by  parol,  and  modifying  a  prior 
written  agreement ;  in  which  case  such  evidence  might 
be  received  at  least  to  rebut  the  plaintiff's  equity,  when 
he  is  praying  specific  performance ;  (a)  but  the  plaintiff 

(a)  legal  t.  Hmer,  2  Tes.  299 ;  Pito»im  v.  Ogboiim«,  2  Ym.  876. 
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tells  08,  that  the  sale,  when  it  was  made,  was  not  really  1846. 
the  sale  of  such  an  interest  as  the  deed  imports,  ^^^^^^ 
bnt  of  something  more  extensive.  This  is  doubly  ^^^ 
objectionable :  it  puts  forward  a  parol  agreement  for 
an  interest  in  land  which  the  Statute  of  Frauds  requires 
to  be  in  writing,  and  puts  it  forward  to  overrule 
the  deed  which  waa  executed  between  the  parties  as 
the  evidence  of  the  transaction,  thereby  violating  a  prin- 
ciple of  the  common  law  It  is  to  no  purpose  to  exam- 
ine whether  such  a  parol  agreement  has  been  proved  by 
the  witnesses,  for  such  evidence  could  not  legally  be 
admitted.  If  there  had  been  no  deed  or  writing,  then 
the  only  question  would  be,  whether  the  defendant  has 
by  his  answer  admitted  a  parol  agreement  such  as  the 
plaintiff  sets  out,  and  submitted  to  abide  by  it,  waiving 
any  objection  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  I  think  we 
cannot  say  upon  reading  the  answer,  that  he  has  done 
80 ;  and  I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  a  case  of  this  kind 
could  not  be  helped  by  part  performance,  because  it  is  jmifBtBt 
a  part  performance  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  so  far  as 
taking  possession  goes ;  and  as  to  the  payment  of  the 
money  by  the  plaintiff,  it  is  only  evidence  that  there  has 
been  an  agreement  to  sell,  which  the  deed  itself  imports ; 
it  is  consistent  with  the  deed,  and  furnishes  no  excuse 
for  travelling  out  of  it  in  order  to  set  up  hy  parol 
evidence  a  different  contract.  Otherwise,  where  a  man 
had  paid  money  upon  a  purchase  of  a  lot  of  lahd,  and 
taken  a  deed  for  it,  he  might,  under  the  pretence  of  part 
performance,  offer  parol  evidence,  that  he  had  bought 
two  lots  instead  of  one. 

Indeed  I  look  upon  the  Statute  of  Frauds  as  being 
out  of  the  question  here,  strictly  speaking,  because  there 
has  been  not  only  a  writing,  but  a  solemn  deed  executed 
in  eridence  of  this  transaction ;  and  to  that  the  parties 
are  held,  (a)  so  that  the  question  is  not  whether  there 

(a)  Rich  T.  JaekwD,  4  B.  C.  C.  614;  Le  Texierv.  The  MargraTe  of 
Aospaoh,  5  Yes.  884,  828 ;  Lookwood  t.  Ewer,  2  Atk.  808 ;  Meroe  y. 
AnseH,  8  Wills  276;  Lord  Imham  y.  Child,  1  B.  G.  G.  92;  Hare  y. 
Sherwood,  1  Yes.  241 ;  Frewea  ▼.  Relfe,  2  B.  C.  C.  219. 
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1640.  «h«iild  not  have  been  a  writing,  but  whedier  when  there 
has  been  a  writing,  it  can  be  passed  by  and  rendered  of 
no  avail  to  the  defendant,  by  setting  up  a  parol  agree- 
ment different  in  its  terms,  as  having  been  made  before 
or  at  the  time  of  the  deed  bang  executed ;  and  this 
without  any  allegation  of  fraud  or  mistake  in  the  word« 
ing  of  the  deed.  If  there  had  been  no  writmg  between 
the  parties,  and  the  only  difficulty  had  been  that  pre- 
sented by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  we  should  then  have 
had  to  keep  in  view  the  distinction  established  by  many 
decisions,  between  receiving  parol  evidence  of  a  contract 
respecting  an  interest  in  Icuiid  for  the  purpose  of  rebut- 
ting an  equity,  upon  which  a  plaintiff  is  seeking  to  obtain 
a  decree  of  specific  performance,  or  is  praying  for  any 
other  interposition  of  a  court  of  equiiy,  in  older  to 
change  the  situations  in  which  the  parties  would  stand 
at  law ;  and  the  receiving  parol  evidence  as  the  founda- 
tio  of  a  plaintiff's  case,  when  he  desires  the  active 
interposition  of  the  court  in  his  favour,  to  enforce  the 
performance  of  an  idleged  agreement  respecting  lands, 
such  as  can  only  be  proved  by  a  writing,  and  of  which 
he  has  no  written  eridence.  In  the  latter  class  of  cases, 
the  courts  feel  bound  to  acknowledge  the  obligation  of 
the  statute,  because  it  applies  directly  and  in  terms ;  in 
the  former  they  have  felt  themselves  at  liberty  to  say 
that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not  direct  that  every 
agreement  in  writing  respecting  lands  shall  he  enforced 
in  equity,  whether  it  be  just  or  unjust;  but  only  that 
no  person  shaU  be  charged  either  at  law  or  in  equity 
upon  any  agreement,  respecting  lands,  which  is  not  in 
writing;  and  wherever  there  is  parol  evidence,  which 
satisfies  the  court  that  the  plaintiff  is  desiring  to  enfotce 
an  agreement  against  the  honesty  of  the  case,  they 
decline  lending  him  their  assistance,  leaving  him  to 
prosecute  his  legal  rights  as  he  can.  Here,  I  think,  the 
plaintiff  fails  in  the  very  foundation  of  his  case,  for  he 
charges  an  agreement  respecting  lands,  which  he  does 
.  not  shew  by  legal  evidence,  and  while  it  is  shewn  on 
the  contrary  by  writing,  that  the  agreement  which  was 
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made  was  essentiallj  different.  It  is  not  material  to  1846. 
consider  whether  the  charge  in  the  biU  of  the  plaintiff 
being  induced  to  enter  into  the  alleged  agreement  by  a 
fraudulent  misrepresentation^  or  conoealment  ef  facts,  is 
supported  hy  proof;  because,  if  no  such  agreement,  as 
the  plabtiff  alleges,  can  be  legally  held  to  have  been 
entered  into,  it  becomes  idle  to  enquire  about  the  induce- 
ments to  do  that  which  was  not  done.  In  point  of  fact, 
however,  I  do  not  see  that  there  is  satisfactory  evidence 
of  such  misrepresentation  or  conoealment  a3  is  alleged 
respecting  the  defexidant's  title  to,  and  possession  of,, 
the  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres*  The  bill  does  not 
charge  that  the  defendant  said  he  had  seventy  acres 
cleared,  but  oi^ly  describes  the  tract  as  having  in  fact 
that  proportion  cleared ;  and  as  no  such  representation 
is  in  isme,  the  evidence  of  witnesses  on  that  point 
signi^es  nothing;  and  besides,  it  is  not  proved  how 
muoh  of  the  land  is  cleared.  Looking  at  all  the  evi* 
dance,  if  the  case  turned  upon  a  proof  of  supb  a  jndcmiB^ 
fraudulent  misrepresentation  or  concealment  as  is  alleged, 
I  cannot  say  that  I  should  feel  satisfied  with  the  proof 
of  it,  so  as  to  feel  warranted  in  making  the  &aud 
charged  the  ground  of  a  decree.  For  such  i^  purpose, 
the  evidence  should  be  clear  and  conclusive ;  for  fraud 
is  not  to  be  imputed  to  a  man  upon  probabilities,  or 
slight  surmises,  or  upon  a  nice  balancing  of  evidence. 

There  is  a  good  deal  in  the  accounts  given  by  some  of 
the  witnesses,  to  ^ow  suspicion  on  the  defendant's 
conduct  in  this  transaction.  After  reading  the  evide^^ce, 
I  am  not  satisfied  that  it  was  perfectly  upright,  and  that  he 
was  open  and  candid,  but  it  would  not  be  enough  to  have 
doubts  on  that  point ;  we  should  see  some  clear  misrep- 
resentation or  some  undoubted  suppression  of  a  materij^ 
fact.  Nov  here,  as  to  the  defendant  representing  that 
he  bad  some  valuable  interest  in  the  whole  one  hundred 
and  thirty  acres,  there  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  upon 
Bradley's  evidence,  nor  indeed  without  it,  that  the  elder 
Mr.  Boicn,  who  made  the  bargain,  knew  perfectly  well 
18  VOL.  I. 
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1846.  what  was  the  nature  of  the  defendant's  interest  in  these 
Indian  lands,  if  it  could  be  called  an  interest ;  there  is 
nothing  to  fasten  upon  the  defendant  a  precise  allegation 
that  the  whole  one  hundrecl  and  thirty  acres  was  held  by 
him  under  the  same  circumstances,  and  with  the  same 
strength  of  claim  from  actual  occupancy,  so  that  he 
could  transfer  as  good  a  claim  in  every  part  of  it  as  he 
could  in  the  cleared  land.  Mr.  Bown's  evidence,  and 
Mr.  Walter  Bown's  evidence,  prove  nothing  more  on 
'this  point  than  what  is  very  probable,  that  he  spoke  of 
his  deeds  as  covering  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres,  and 
so  they  did.  The  deeds  were  in  the  hands  of  the  agent, 
and  open  to  the  inspection  of  the  plaintiff;  they  explained 
the  nature  of  the  case  fully.  Mr.  Bourn  expressed  him- 
self satisfied  with  them,  and  drew  himself  the  deed,  after 
reading  them,  which  the  defendant  signed.  I  do  not  see 
what  room  there  would  be  for  the  application  of  the 
doctrine  of'  caveat  emptor  in  any  case,  if  the  purchaser 
Jndgmeat.  '^^^  ^uch  dccds  US  thosc  beforc  him,  and  declaring  him- 
self satisfied  with  them,  could  complain  afterwards,  upon 
any  thing  that  is  here  shewn  by  the  plaintiff,  of  the 
interest  not  being  such  as  he  expected.  In  point  of 
fact,  for  all  that  is  proved,  the  legal  interest  is  the  same 
in  one  part  of  the  estate  as  in  another ;  and  so  far  as 
actual  cultivation  and  occupancy  was  necessary  to 
strengthen  what  was  a  mere  claim  to  the  indulgent  con- 
sideration of  the  government,  the  plaintiff  and  his  agent, 
or  his  agent  at  least,  must  well  have  known  that  the  one 
hundred  and  thirty  acres  were  not  all  occupied  and 
improved ;  they  lived  near  the  property,  saw  it  often, 
had  every  opportunity  of  viewing  it,  and  they  had  its 
exact  boundaries  expressed  in  writing.  As  to  the  alleged 
misrepresentation  by  the  defendant,  that  he  was  entitled 
to  the  possession,  and  was  in  fact  in  possession  of  the 
whole  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres,  it  certainly  is  not 
proved  that  he  made  any  such  statement ;  and  if  by  pos- 
session he  meant  actual  visible  enjoyment  and  use  of  the 
^  land,  it  would  have  been  absurd  in  him  to  have  made 
such  a  statement,  for  the  parties  with  whom  he  w  as  (o 
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tracting  knew  that  the  fact  was  otherwise.  Indeed,  in  1846. 
the  argument,  the  equity  of  the  plaintiff's  case  was  rested  ^*^v-^^ 
rather  upon  an  imputed  fraudulent  suppression  of  the  ^ 
fact,  that  another  person  or  other  persons  were  in  pos- 
session of  parts  of  the  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres 
adversely  to  the  defendant's  claim,  than  upon  any  actual 
misrepresentation  made  on  that  point.  But  as  weak  a 
part  as  any  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  perhaps  the. 
weakest,  is  that  we  are  not  shewn,  nor  is  it  even  stated 
by  the  plaintiff  in  his  bill,  what  other  person  was  in 
possession  of  any  definite  portion  of  the  one  hundred 
and  thirty-four  acres,  excluding  him  from  that  portion, 
nor  the  right  or  claim  of  such  person  to  possession,  nor 
whether  he  persisted  in  keeping  the  plaintiff  out,  nor 
whether  he  had  the  power  to  do  so,  nor  whether  the 
plaintiff  had.  found  that  in  consequence  of  such 
possession  his  claim  to  pre-emption  in  such  portion 
of  the  land  would  not  be  recognised  by  the  govern- 
ment, nor  what  disadvantage  he  had  suffered  or  was  ju^igment. 
likely  to  suffer  by  reason  of  the  possession  of  any 
person.  The  plaintiff  says  he  for  the  first  time  learned 
from  Bans<mj  that  defendant  had  only  been  in 
possession  of  thirty  acres ;  that  he  ascertainedj  after- 
wards, that  that  information  was  correct ;  but  that  is  no 
positive  and  direct  affirmation  that  any  other  person 
wa$  in  po89e89ion  of  any  particular  part  of  the  land ; 
and  for  all  that  is  stated  in  the  bill,  and  even  for  all 
that  is  proved,  there  may  be  in  fact  no  other  person  in 
possession  of  any  considerable  portion  of  the  land  upon 
such  a  claim  as  the  government  would  prefer  to  that 
which  the  defendant  had  held ;  or  the  plaintiff  might, 
for  all  that  he  has  stated  or  proved,  find  no  one  resolved 
to  contest  the  possession  with  him  in  any  part  of  the  one 
l^undred  and  thirty  acres,  if  he  were  to  go  forward  and 
assert  his  right.  Surely  the  plaintiff  should  have  charged 
and  proved  not  merely  that  the  defendant  had  not  been 
in  pouewum  of  all  the  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres,  but 
that  some  other  person  to  his  knowledge  was  in  actual 
poasesaion,  or  had  a  better  title  of  a  certain  part,  which 
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1846.  he  mitintained  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff.  AtA  yet 
if  the  plaintiff  had  made  out  a  prima  fa&i^  tv^  of 
misrepresentation  by  his  bill  and  evidetiee,  Mr.  BurtoetTs 
evidence,  it  appears  to  me,  must  destroy  it,  nnless  ire 
take  npon  onrselres  to  discredit  him,  or  unless  we  treat 
his  testimony  as  inadmissible ;  for  he  strears  dilitinetly 
that  before  the  bargain  was  concluded  he  made  the 
plaintiff's  agent  fully  aware  of  the  very  ftiots  which  he 
now  complains  of,  (so  far  indeed  as  he  can  be  properly 
said  to  complain  of  any  specific  grievance,)  and  thwt  the 
agent  admitted  to  him  that  the  defendant  had  made  him 
acquainted  with  it  all  before.  Of  course  if  his  evidence 
is  admitted  and  believed,  it  would  make  an  end  ot  the 
case  upon  the  broad  merits,  and  independe)fitly  of  all 
legal  and  technical  objections.  With  regard  to  rejecting 
Mr.  BurwelTs  account  as  incredible,  I  see  nothing  whieh 
would  have  justified  the  Vice-chancellor  in  doing  so. 
He  knew  perfectly  well  the  nature  of  such  matters  us  he 
Judgmefit.  ^^^  speaking  of ;  he  had  been  employed  by  both  parties 
in  the  course  of  these  transactions,  and  he  is  not  shewn 
to  be  connected  with  either,  or  to  have  any  ii^erest 
whatever  on  either  side.  It  would  certainly  be  strange 
if  a  Court  were  to  rescitid  the  contract  between  lliMe 
parties  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  in  the  face  of  ail  bis 
clear  and  direct  testimony  under  oath,  showittg  diW;  Ho 
such  ground  existed.  How  could  the  Court  arbitrfcfity 
look  upon  him  as  unworthy  of  ^belief,  merely  because 
the  agent  denies  his  statement,  when  no  attempt  was 
made  to  impeach  his  character.  If  the  story  he  tells 
were  hard  to  be  believed,  from  its  extreme  improbability, 
that  would  furnish  a  ground;  but  we  cun  surely  have 
no  difficulty  in  thinking  it  possible  that  the  plaintiff 
would,  with  a  fall  knowledge  of  all  that  he  now  com^ains 
of,  make  the  bargain  that  he  has  made,  when  we  find  it 
proved  that  aftet  all  he  it  receiving  an  annual  rent  tf 
i:Sl  10«..  for  the  tavern  and  thirtg-five  a&tea^  of  whieh 
he  wan  put  in  possesiiony  and  for  which  (if  he  made  good 
no  claim  to  any  more  land)  fae  will  pay  £36&.  A 
purchase  that  yields  fnore  than  fourteen  per  dent.  in%9/itm^ 
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(mthd  cost,  cettsinly  raises  mi  tbs  Um  «f  it  no  widMiee  19M. 
of  a  frand  upon  tite  purchaser.  We  can  very  readily 
bellevie  that  tiie  plaintiff,  or  any  one,  iroidd  triUingly 
consevt  to  oiose  the  baergaai  on  tho  vnderstanding  thi^ 
he  iras  to  be  dearly  in  the  posseasion  of  the  taimm  and 
tlifrty'>fi?e  aores  of  iadoaed  land,  and  to  take  Us  ehanoe 
(as  the  very  deeds  plaoed  before  him  clearly  shewed  he 
mast  do)  <tf  gettittg  the  rest  of  the  one  handred  and 
Ihirty-lbar  acres ;  and  it  is  remarkiU^  thaA  while  no 
wknees  giTsa  any  certain  aecoimt  of  there  bebg  any 
more  of  the  one  hnndred  and  thlrty-fonr  acres  deared 
and  ocoopied  Aan  &at  which  the  defendant  hdd,  and 
irtndi  he  deli>vered  over  into  die  pladnitiff's  possessien, 
die  defendant  swears  distinctly  and  positively  diat  there 
18  none.  But  it  is  contended  that  Mr.  BnrtodCi  evidence 
of  his  conversation  with  the  plaintiff's  agent,  before 
die  bargaom  was  eondoded,  is  net  receiTaUe.  He  was 
a  witness  for  the  defendant  The  pUniiff  refies  on 
his  evidence  far  the  porpose  of  establishiag  ftat  dra , 
dsfsttdant  had  not  been  in  possession  of  idl  the  one 
haildred  and  thirfy-fonr  acres,  and  that  si^e  one  else 
had  been  long  ecoupying  a  part  What  he  did  say  on 
diat  powt  is  not  satisfactory,  and  could  not  prevail  alone 
overtha  diednot  denial  in  the  answer,  that  there  was  any 
impreveasent  beyond  the  defendant's  thhrty^five  acres ; 
bat  I  da  not  see  tfart  the  plauitiff  conld  be  allowed  to  iise 
his  eeidenoe  for  estaUiddng  that  fact,  and  at  the  same 
dme  dbrject  that  he  codd  not  be  a  witness  at  all,  beeanae 
he  had  3iot  been  called  to  speak  to  any  thing  that  irae  pat 
in  issae  by  the  pleadings.  But  sorely  this  part  of  Mr. 
Burwilt9  evidence  does  bear  distinctly  upon  the  main 
pomt  in  issue,  viz.,  the  alleged  fraadnlent  misrepresenta- 
don ;  fiir  if  It  be  tree  that  the  agent,  before  he  completed 
die  prn'ohase,  acknowledged  that  the  defendant  had 
informed  Urn  aocnrately  of  the  condition  of  the  property, 
what  bceomes  of  the  fraadnlent  misrepresentation  or 
coneealmeat  by  which  he  diarges  he  was  imposed 
open  ?  It  is  hardly  worth  while  to  go  minately  ittto 
these  questions,  for  the  plaintiff  ^b  case  is  in  my  opinion  so 
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1846.  wholly  unsnstamable,  and  on  several  distinct  grounds, 
that  it  is  unimportant  to  dispose  of  every  doubtful  point. 
If  the  plaintiff  could  have  proved  by  legal  evidence,  and 
had  proved  such  a  contract  as  he  stated,  and  that  the 
defendant  had  fraudulently  .misrepresented  or  concealed 
some  specific  facts;  and  if  the  true;»state  of  these  facts 
had  been  stated  in  his  bill,  and  proved  by  evidence ;  and 
if  he  had  shewn  that  the  fraud  of  which  he  complained 
was  such  in  its  effects  that  he  could  not  have  under  his 
contract  that  which  he  was  entitled  to  expect — still 
there  would  remain  not  merely  the  consideration,  that 
for  all  that  Appeared  he  had  made  an  exceedingly  good 
bargain,  and  had  got  more  than  the  worth  of  his  money, 
but  this  more  material  consideration,  that  after  he  had 
discovered  the  true  state  of  things  according  to  his  own 
admissions,  so  far  from  repudiatmg  the  contract  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  he  has  acted  upon  it,  as  if  it  were 
valid,  has  leased  the  property  through  his  agent,  and 
Jadgmnit  has  received  rent  upon  his  lease,  and  at  this  moment 
uses  and  enjoys  it  as  his  own,  not  even  shewing  that  he 
had  before  done  what  he  could  to  abandon  it.  We  could 
not  possibly  hold  that  there  is  no  consideration  for  thei 
note  which  he  has  given,  while  he  thus  retains  tiie 
possession  of  his  purchase,  and  has  done  so  for  more 
than  two  years,  receiving  rent  from  a  tenant,  to  whom 
he  has  made  a  lease  since  his  knowledge  of  the  alleged 
fraud.  Upon  this  point  I  refer  to  the  very  strong 
case  of  Campbell  v.  Fleming  et  oZ.,  (a)  In  that  .case 
the  plaintiff  had  purchased  some  shares  in  a  mining 
company,  upon  representations  contained  in  printed 
advertisements,  and  which  were  grossly  fraudulent, 
and  the  whole  scheme  was  a  deception ;  but  affer 
discovering  the  fraud  he  nevertheless  disposed  of  some 
of  the  shares  so  as  to  realise  a  considerable  sum  of 
money.  After  he  had  done  this,  he  discovered  for  the 
first  time  a  new  feature  in  the  fraud,  viz.,  that  an  outlay 
on  the  mines,  which  the  vendors  had  stated  to  him 
amounted  to  £85,000,  h|id  not  in  fact  amounted  to 
(a)  1  Ad.  &  £U.  40. 
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£5000.  In  oonseqaenoe  of  this  he  brought  an  action  to  1846. 
recover  back  his  money,  his  counsel  contending  that  as 
it  was  clear  the  transaction  was  a  fraud  ab  iniiio^  no 
contract  could  arise  upon  it ;  and  that  eren  admitting 
that  the  plaintiff  could  waive  the  fraud  and  adopt  it  as 
an  existing  contract,  yet  he  was  entitled  to  repudiate  it 
on  discovering  a  fraud  of  which  he  was  before  ignorant, 
and  which  he  therefore  could  not  be  held  to  have  waived. 
He  was  nonsuited  at  the  trial,  and  the  court  all  con- 
curred in  the  propriety  of  the  nonsuit.  Littledak,  J., 
said,  no  doubt  there  was  at  the  first  a  gross  fraud  on  the 
plaintiff,  but  after  he  had  learned  that  an  imposition 
had  been  practised  upon  him,  he  ought  to  have  made 
his  claim ;  instead  of  doing  so,  he  goes  on  dealing  with 
the  shares,  Parke,  J.,  says,  ^*  after  the  plaintiff, 
knowing  of  the  fraud,  had  elected  to  treat  the  transaction 
as  a  contract,  he  lost  his  right  of  rescinding  it."  The 
fact  of  the  discovery  of  a  new  fraud  was  a  strong  one, 
which  does  not  exist  in  this  case ;  but  the  court  were  jadgneot 
unanimous  in  holding,  that  even  that  could  not  overcome 
the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having  acted  on  the  contract  as 
valid,  after  discovering  that  he  had  been  imposed  upon. 
PaUerionj  J.,  meets  the  whole  case  in  very  explicit 
terms,  and  I  think  what  he  says  applies  with  irresistible 
force  to  this  plaintiff:  ^'No  contract,"  he  says,  **can 
arise  out  of  a  fraud,  and  an  action  brought  upon  a 
supposed  contract  which  is  sheiki  to  have  arisen  from 
fraud,  may  be  resisted.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  has 
paid  the  money,  and  now  demands  it  back,  on  the 
ground  of  the  money  having  been  paid  on  a  void 
transaction ;  to  entitle  him  to  do  so,  he  should  at  the 
time  of  discovering  the  fraud  have  elected  to  repudiate  , 
the  whole  traneaetion.  Instead  of  doing  so,  he  deals 
with  that  for  which  he  now  says  he  never  legally 
contracted.  Long  after  this,  as  he  alleges,  he  discovers 
a  new  incident  in  the  fraud.  This  can  only  be  considered 
as  strengthening  the  evidence  of  the  original  fraud,  and  it 
cannot  revive  the  right  of  repudisCtion  which  has  beeti 
once  waived."     It  is  impossible  that  we  could  treat  as  a 
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1M6.  repudiation  of  the  whole  oontrw^  the  lurnm^omont  wUch 
the  plaintiff  alleges,  but  hae  BOt  sufficieiitly  proved, 
that  he  wa9  in  treaty  with  the  defendaat'e  ageat  for 
converting  the  puroha^e  into  a  transaction  of  a  loan, 
wbioh  would  have  given  the  pliwtiff  abont  £35  a  jear 
for  the  interest  of  £112  10s,,  a  proposition  which  the 
drfendant  swears  was  not  made  to  him,  and  which 
according  to  what  the  plaintiff  has  shown,  was  not  pro« 
fessed  to  be  grounded  on  any  repudiation  of  the  former 
contract  as  fraudulent*  The  evidence  of  the  plaiiatiff 
having  leased  to  one  Leonard  by  the  year,  the  tavern 
and  thirty-five  acres,  is  given  by  Robert  Jt.  Botm  him^ 
self,  the  plaintiff's  witness  and  ageat;  and  it  is  evi- 
dence that  must,  I  think,  be  admissible  under  the 
pleadings  upon  that  part  in  this  case  which  charges 
that  in  consequence  of  the  fraud  practised  the  plaintiff 
has  no  consideration  for  the  note  given  by  him.  There 
were  some  points  disoossed  in  the  argument  connected 
with  the  evidence  which  I  have  not  entered  into,  but  I 
have  carefully  considered  all  the  evidence.  It  is  in  some 
points  inconsistent,  and  it  is  in  general  very  inconolu* 
sive ;  the  facts  upon  which  it  would  be  necessary  that 
the  court  should  be  precisely  informed,  are  not  brought 
out ;  and  in  my  opinion  it  is  not  in  any  one  essential 
point  so  satisfactory  upon  the  merits  as  to  have  warranted 
a  decree  in  the  plaintiff's  favour,  if  there  had  been  no 
legal  difficulties  in  the^way  occasioned  by  the  rules  of 
evidence.  The  principles  which  govern  the  administra* 
tion  of  equity  in  cases  of  fraud,  were  correctly  and 
forcibly  stated  by  Mr.  Blake  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  were  not  contended  against  by  the  defendant.  The 
question  turns,  as  is  commonly  the  case,  upon  their  appli* 
cation  to  the  facts.  The  position  cannot  be  denied,  that 
a  person  inveigled  into  a  contract  by  a  fraudulent  mis- 
representation  is  entitled  to  have  it  rescinded,  and  that 
although  a  vendor  may  not  commit  himself  by  any 
positive  representation,  yet  his  suppression  or  conceal- 
meat  of  material  facts  within  his  knowledge  is  equiUly 
a  frandf  and  will  equally  invalidate  the  contract ;  but 
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exoept  in  very  plain  cases,  questions  may  ari^e  depend-    1846. 
ing  upon  the  subjeot  matter  of  thp  contract,  the  npirit  in  '"'"'v^ 
which  the  representation  was  made,  as  for  instance,       ▼•  ! 

whether  the  feller  was  perely  in  genera^  terms  com-  I 

Blending  his  article,  a9  dealers  commonly  do  in  the 
course  (^  th^ir  trade ;  whether  the  defect  wj^ich  ha9  bf  ^n 
discovered,  was  latejot  or  patent^  and  if  patent,  whether 
the  bayer  had  fair  opportunity  to  inspect  for  hii^Aelfy  fQ 
that  he  could  be  treated  as  parcha9^  ji^pQ^  ]tii9  pwn 
jodgpient;  or  wjapthier  h^  so  clearly  re^d  ^9^^  ^^e 
statements  of  the  seller^  ^&  to  have  acted  wholly  on  that 
confidence,  and  so  to  have  saved  himself  from  the  applica- 
tion of  the  maxim  ^^caveat  emptor.*'  In  pjxQ  csuse  before 
OS,  besides  discussing  these  points,  it  was  thought  essential 
to  ^  pl|iintiff  '§  case  to  urge,  that  if  the  defendant  were 
fouivl  by  the  evidence  to  have  made  assertions  to  the 
plaij^tif  respecting  the  extent  of  ihis  possessions  suoh 
assertions,  though  made  after  the  contract  was  completed, 
might  stpply  evidence  of  deception  before  the  contract, 
by  affording  a  reasonable  presumption  of  what  the  defen- 
dant had  undertaken  to  convey ;  and  further,  that  con- 
versations preliminary  to  the  contract  might  furnish 
good  evidence  of  what  the  sale  made  afterwards  was 
intended  to  transfer ;  and  that  a  wilful  suppression  of 
material  facts  hearing  upon  the  value  of  the  estate,  in 
the  course  of  such  preliminary  negociations,  would  in- 
validate the  contract,  not  on  tfie  ground  of  fyaud  intrinsic 
in  the  contract,  but  fraud  extrinsic  in  the  inducements 
which  led  to  the  contract.  Admitting  that  the  authorities 
cited  on  these  points  would  justify  us  in  carrying  these 
positions  to  the  full  extent  contended  for,  and  even  in 
the  case  of  a  contract  carried  into  execution  by  a  deed 
executed  hetween  the  parties  under  all  the  circumstances 
found  here,  3till  I  consider  that  this  consequence  only 
would  follow,  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  a  ait^ation  to  shew 
a  good  case  for  equitable  relief,  by  s^t^g  the  contract 
trdy  as  it  stands  in  tibe  deed ;  that  is,  that  he  had  bought 
£roai  the  defendant  ^^the  imigi^mmtor  quit^im  from 
McDwald  to  jBradlejf^  and  from  Bradley  to  iff  enfant ;" 
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1846.  in  other  words,  the  paper  title  transferred  under  the 
sheriff's  sale ;  (let  that  be  what  it  might ;)  that  he  had 
been  led  to  buy  snch  right  or  claim  bj  the  defendant's 
assurance  that  he  was  in  actual  possession  of  the  one  hun- 
dred and  thirty-four  acres ;  that  the  fact  was,  that  at  the 

time  of  such  purchase  made  by  him  one was  in  actual 

possession  of  a  certain  part,  to  wit, acres  of  the  said 

one  hundred  and  thiry-four  acres,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
said  defendant,  and  claiming  adversely  to  him ;  and  that 
although  the  defendant  well  knew  that  fact,  yet  he  fraudu- 
lently concealed  it  from  the  plantiff,  and  so  induced  him  to 
make  the  purchase  in  ignorance  of  the  truth.  Instead 
of  this,  however,  he  stated  the  contract  (which  we  can 
only  take  from  the  deed)  untruly,  by  asserting  that  he 
agreed  to  buy  from  the  defendant  all  his  estate^  rights 
inter estf  and  possession  of  and  in  the  landy  ^c.  If  the 
Yice-Ohancellor  had  thought  fit  to  direct  an  issue  at 
law,  in  order  to  ascertain  what  the  defendant  actually 
judgmtnt,  <^d  soU,  I  conceive  that  the  deed,  and  that  alone,  could  . 
have  been  legally  received  as  evidence  upon  that  point ; 
and  the  rule  applies  equally  in  equity,  when  the  deed 
was  executed  deliberately,  and  was  even  drawn  by  the 
vendee  or  his  agent,  with  the  prior  titles  in  his  hand, 
shewing  what  interest  it  was  that  the  vendor  could 
pretend  to  convey ;  and  when  no  fraud  is  charged  in  the 
wording  or  execution  of  the  deed  itself,  a  court  of  law 
would  undoubtedly  say:  *'We  cannot  hear  verbal  accounts 
from  witnesses  of  what  passed  before  the  making  of  the 
deed,  as  to  what  one  meant  to  buy  or  the  other  meant 
to  sell;  they  may  have  had  various  intentions  and 
various  degrees  of  information  as  to  their  respective 
claims  and  expectations  at  different  stages  of  the  nego- 
ciations ;  but  what  they  did  at  last  settle  down  in,  and 
what  the  one  actually  bought  and  the  other  sold,  we  can 
only  learn  from  the  deed ;  otherwise  there  would  be  no 
use  or  safety  in  written  instruments."  And  it  certainly 
is  my  impression  that  a  plaintiff  resting  his  case  at  law 
upon  the  assertion  of  such  a  contract,  as  the  plaintiff 
has  stated  in  the  commencement  of  this  bill,  must  on 
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the  production  of  the  deed  be  nonsuited,  for  there  can  1846. 
be  no  two  things  more  distinct  than  selling  all  a  man's 
right  to  or  under  a  certain  paper  title  regarding  a  term 
of  twenty-one  years  in  one  hundred  and  thirty-four 
acres  of  land,  and  selling  all  a  man's  right,  title,  and 
possession  in  the  iame  land. 

To  be  sure,  the  fact  may  be,  that  the  vendor  may 
have  no  other  right  than  under  the  paper  title  referred  to, 
and  in  that  case  the  transfer,  as  the  deed  states,  would 
assign  in  effect  all  his  right :  but  how  that  fact  was  we 
are  not  to  conjecture  or  assume,  and  cannot  learn  it 
from  parol  evidence,  in  order  to  make  the  deed  speak  a 
wholly  different  language  from  what  it  does  speak.  I 
revert  to  this  point  in  the  case  which  I  have  before 
noticed,  because  it  is  in  my  opinion  an  objection  lying 
at  the  foundation  of  this  case,  which  could  not  be  got 
over,  and  which,  as  well  as  several  of  the  other  difficul- 
ties in  the  plainti^s  way,  applies  as  much  against  the  judgsMst' 
making  a  decree  on  the  principle  of  compensation,  as 
agamst  a  rescinding  of  the  contract. 

In  my  opinion  the  judgment  of  his  honour  the  Vice- 
Ghancellor  should  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dismissed 
with  costs. 

The  other  members  of  the  court  concurring, 

Judgment  below  affirmed,  and  the  appeal 
dismissed  with  costs. 
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IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

Jan.  4, 1847. 

\_Sefore  the  Hon.  the  (Jhief  Justice ;  the  Son.  J.  B. 
Macaulat/j  Bz  0. ;  and  the  Hon.  Jonai  JoneSj  Ex.  (7.] 


On  AH  Appeal  fbox  thx  Decisioh  or  his  Hohovb  thi  Vics-Chavcxllor 
OF  UppiER  Canada. 


Between  Margaret  Brown,  ISxecutrix  of  John 
Brown,  Deceased,  Appellant^  and  David  Smart, 
William  Kinosmill  and  Others,  iteepondenis. 

Principal  and  agent — Payment — Specific  performance, 

A.  ftuthoriBed  hiB  agent  to  sell  his  estate  for  X600  ea#A»  and  the  agent 
instead  of  receiying  cmA,  accepted  bills  from  the  vendee,  drawn  on 
his,  the  rendee's  agent  in  £iut>pe,  which  bills  the  agent  applied  to 
bi8  own  use,  by  transmitting  them  to  his  correspondents,  to  whom 
he  was  largely  indebted,  and  who  placed  the  proceeds,  when 
honoured,  to  his  credit  Held,  reversing  the  decision  of  bis  honoar 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  A.  waa  not  bound  by  such  Bcts  of  his  asent, 
that  this  was  not  a  payment  to  A.,  and  that  until  he  receivea  ihe 
amount  of  the  purchase  money  in  coth^  he  was  not  bound  to  ezeente 
a  deed  of  the  premises. 

Mr.  SuUivan  and  Mr.  Vankottffhnety  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Blake  and  Mr.  Ustenj  for  respondents. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

jodgiMiit  Robinson,  C.  J.— Mr.  John  Brown  was  resident  at 
Port  Hope ;  Mr.  Bethiin^^  a  merchant,  was  living  a  few 
miles  distant,  (at  Cobourg,)  between  whom  and  Brown 
there  had  been  large  transactions,  involving  purchases 
and  sales  of  land,  in  which  Bethwne  acted  as  agent  for 
Brofonj  making  bargains  for  him,  and  receiving  the  pur- 
chase money,  as  the  evidence  shows,  though  whether 
under  a  generarauthority,  or  by  special  instructions  in 
each  case,  does  not  appear.  They  had  also  transactions 
together  in  bank  paper,  negotiated  by  Bethune  for 
Brown* s  benefit,  upon  his  own  responsibility  taiiBroum'i. 
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Brown  owndd  a  lot  of  l&nd  situated  within  a  mile  or  two  1846. 
of  his  place  of  residence,  on  which  he  had  a  tenant,  one  ^"^^^^ 
Wilder.  This  farm  the  late  Dr.  InneSy  who  had  recently 
arrived  in  this  country,  wished  to  hfxj^  and  he  spoke  to 
Mr.  Brown,  it  appears,  abont  it,  who  told  him  that  his 
price  was  £650  ;  he  afterwards  spoke  to  Bethune  on  the 
subject,  and  in  consequence,  Bethune  writing  to  Brown 
in  September,  1838,  upon  other  matters  of  business, 
makes  this  communication  and  enquiry  in  his  letter :  "  I 
ihall  probably  eell  your  Wilder  lot,  shall  1  take  £500 
cash  ?    Let  me  know  per  bearer.'^ 

On  the  16th  of  September,  1888,  Brown  writes  to 
Bethune  on  some  other  affair,  ahd  in  relation  to  the 
question  about  the  Wilder  farm,  says :  "the  Wilder  farm 
cost  me  more  than  £500,  with  the  interest  and  expenses 
since  I  got  it.  As  times  are  turning  out,  take  that  sum 
if  you  can  do  no  better;  I  ought  to  get  £650  for  it." 
Bethune  closed  a  bargain  for  £500  with  Innes,  who  on  jad«iii«nt. 
the  28th  of  September,  1888,  gave  him  two  bills  of 
exchange,  each  for  £250  sterling,  one  at  three  months, 
the  other  at  four  months,  drawn  by  Innee  on  parties  in 
Scotland,  payable  to  Bethune  or  his  order ;  which  bills 
were  immediately  remitted  by  Bethune  to  his  correspon- 
dent Bradbury,  in  Montreal,  with  instructions  to  send 
them  to  Scotland^  and  place  the  proceeds  to  Bethune^e 
credit,  he  being  then  indebted  to  Bradbury  in  a  much 
larger  amount. 

Bethune  was  at  that  time  doing  a  large  business,  and 
was  supposed  to  be  perfectly  solvent.  In  the  winter  of 
1884  he  was  found  to  be  insolvent,  and  it  was  then  dis- 
covered that  his  affairs  had  been  in  confusion  for  some 
time  before  this  transaction. 

The  bills  were  duly  honoured  at  maturity,  and  were' 
placed  by  Bradbury  to  Betkune's  credit. 

In  the  spring  of  1884,  aftw  Bethune'e  faihre  had 


Smut. 
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1846.    occurred,  and  was  publicly  known,  and  after  transactions 
^'"'"^^^^  of  business  between  him  and  Broum  bad  ceased,  Innes 
became  uneasy  about  his  deed,  which  he  had  looked  to 
Bethune  for,  and  hf  pressed  him  on  the  subject.    On  the 
'  3rd  of  April,  1884,  in  consequence  of  these  communica- 

tions which  he  had  had  with  JBe^Aune,  he  wrote  to  Mr. 
Brown  the  following  note  : — 

^^  I  received  of  Mr.  Bethune  the  enclosed,  of  which 
retaining  a  copy,  may  I  request  you  to  send  a  written 
answer,  as  it  is  of  some  importance  to  have  it  in  good 
time.  The  messenger  is  desired  to  remain  for  your 
leisure.  Mr.  Baultan  wishes  we  could,  as  Mr.  B.  has 
returned  home,  soon  meet  and  explain  this  matter,  to  me 
a  very  unpleasant  one.  I  have  not  yet  done  about  my 
bills  being  on  Jamaica  and  dishonoured." 

"  Robert  Innbs." 

jodgmmt.      (^^^^  ^^^  sentence,  I  presume,  relates  to  some  other 
matter.) 

Mr.  Bethune' 9  letter  to  Brawn^  which  Inned  referred 
to  as  being  enclosed  in  his,  and  which  he  had  evidently 
read  and  retained  a  copy  of,  is  in  these  words : — 

^<  Dr.  Innen^  who  purchased  the  Wilder  farm,  gave  me 
bills  on  Scotland,  which  bills  have  been  accepted,  and 
the  moment  they  are  paid,  I  shall  account  to  you  for  the 
amount,  £500.  Th%%  tranioction  is  entirely  out  of  our 
other  business.  I  sent  the  bills  to  Scotland  through  W. 
Bradbury  ^  Co.j  and  the  moment  they  advise  payment, 
I  can  draw  for  the  amount,  if  you  will  make  a  title  to 
the  land,  and  leave  it  with  Mr.  Moffattj  to  be  given  up 
on  your  order." 

This  letter  is  signed  by  Mr.  Bethune. 

On  the  next  day  Broum  replied  to  Innes  as  follows  : 

^*  Dear  Sir— I  have  your  favour  and  inclosure  from 
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Mr.  BethufUf  in  reply,  I  beg  to  say,  that  I  cannot  make  1846. 
a  title  to  the  lot  you  purchased  until  I  get  the  pay,  there 
being  a  mortgage  %ae  to  Jonathan  Walton,  Esquire,  of 
Schenectady,  with  interest,  nearly  £200,  which  most  be 
first  discharged.  At  the  time  I  consented  to  take  JS500 
for  the  lot,  it  was  to  be  cash  down ;  and  were  it  not  that 
I  was  in  great  want  of  the  needful,  I  would  not  have 
offered  it  for  any  such  sum ;  however,  as  the  matter  now 
stands,  although  much  disappointed  as  I  have  been,  at 
not  getting  the  pay  at  the  time  I  expected  it,  I  will  take 
no  advantage  by  demanding  a  further  sum  than  the  £500 
with  interest  from  the  time  you  took  possession  from 
Wilder,  although  the  rent  I  was  getting  much  exceeded 
the  interest.  I  hope  it  may  not  be  long  before  the  money 
comes  to  hand." 

Brown  alludes  in  this  note  to  Inne%'9  having  taken 
possession  of  the  farm  from  Wilder.  The  evidence  res- 
pecting that  is,  that  Inne$,  who  had  lately  come  to  this  judgment, 
country  with  his  family,  was  advised  by  a  friend  to 
endeavour  to  get  into  possession  of  the  farm  at  once, 
and  thereby  save  the  expense  of  going  elsewhere  with 
his  family ;  that  he  applied  for  that  purpose  to  Wilder, 
who  was  in  possession,  it  seems,  under  a  lease  from 
Brovm,  but  Wilder  declined  to  go  out  unless  Innes 
would  consent  to  pay  to  Broum  a  small  amount  of  rent 
then  due ;  that  Inne9  repeated  this  to  Bethune,  and  it 
was  settled  between  them  that  Innes  should  give  an 
order  on  Bethune  in  WUder's  favour  for  the  amount  of 
rent,  which  he  did,  and  Innee  thereupon  obtained  posses- 
sion about  the  10th  of  October,  1883,  and  continued  in 
possession.  About  the  end  of  1885,  as  I  infer  from  the 
evidence,  though  the  time  is  not  precisely  stated,  Innes 
died,  having  made  a  will  on  the  2nd  of  November  of  that 
year,  devising  to  Eliza  Innes,  his  wife, ''  all  his  property, 
mixed,  freehold  and  real,  in  trust  for  her  sole  use,  pur- 
pose and  behoof,  towards  the  education  of  his  four 
children,"  who,  with  the  widow  and  his  executors.  Kings- 
milt  and  Smarts  are  the  respondents  in  this  suit.    The 
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1846.    widow,  Miza  Iniu$y  remained  in  po88e88i(m  »ftdr  bis 
^"^^  death,  and    in  April,   1836,  the  executors    paid    to 

siwt.  "Jo^^^^^  Walton  jthe  amount  due  uf^on  the  mortgage 
mentioned  in  Brown* b  letter  to  Inw$y  and  took  a^  assign- 
ment. One  of  the  objects  of  the  present  suit  was  to 
compel  Brown  to  rep^y  to  the  estate  the  amount  of  that 
incumbrance ;  and  Brown  on  his  part  filed  a  bill  in  18S9, 
for  redemption  against  the  executors.  In  }8S6  or  1837, 
Jnr^B  having  died  without  obtaining  a  title,  and  Beihune'9 
affairs  having  in  the  meantime  gone  altogether  to  ruio, 
the  executors  of  InneB  brought  an  action  against  Brown 
in  the  King's  Bench,  to  recover  back  the  X$00,  or 
damages  for  not  conveying  the  land,  and  on  tbe  18th  of 
September,  1837,  the  cause  was  tried  and  a  verdict 
rendered  for  the  defendant  upon  the  issues  of  non- 
assumpsit,  and  set-off  pleaded.  A  new  trial  was  moved 
for,  and  a  rule  to  shew  eause  obttdned,  which  after  argu- 
ment was  discharged*  In  Janufiry,  1842,  Brown  died* 
apdfBMut.  having  by  his  will  devised  all  his  property  to  his  wife, 
Margaret  Brown,  and  made  her  sole  executrix.  Before 
his  death,  (December,  1841,)  the  respondents  had  filed 
their  bill  against  Brotm,  for  specific  performance  of  his 
alleged  agre^oaent  to  convey  the  estate  to  Dr.  InneSj 
relying  upon  the  payment  to  Bethune  as  being  payment 
to  Brown  through  his  agent,  and  praying  that  he  might 
be  compelled  to  make  a  title  to  Miza  Inne$^  the  sole 
devisee  oi  Mobert  Innes^  the  alleged  purchaser,  to  which 
bill  Brown  appeared,  but  had  not  answered  before  he 
died.  The  auit  has  been  revived  against  his  executrix 
and  sole  devisee,  the  appellant,  and  upon  her  answers 
and  evidence  taken  in  the  cause,  his  honour  the  Vice- 
chancellor,  on  the  8di  of  February,  1848,  decreed  a 
conveyance  as  prayed,  and  directed  that  the  appellant 
should  pay  to  the  executors  of  Innett,  from  the  assets 
of  Brown's  estate,  the  sum  advanced  by  them  to  pay  off 
WaUon*8  mortgage. 

This  decree  is  appealed  from.     * 

I  have  given  a  mere  outline  oi  t^  leading  facts,  not 
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MaliAg  Tftriov  attendant  oiraimiilan«68  on  wUih  the  IMS. 
parties  reepeetiyely  have  relied  for  snelamiag  or  repel- 
Ifaig  die  dahn  to  tke  relief  prayed.  His  honour  the  Yiea- 
OhaBoellor  made  fais  deeree  upon  the  gronadS)  tiiat  the 
oontraet  of  sale  by  Brawn  to  Innei  vaa  duly  proved  to 
have  been  entered  into  by  Brotpn^  through  Mr.  BMiune 
ae  his  agent,  and  tSial  the  •E&OO  eonrideralion  money  wae 
duly  paid,  as  set  forth  in  the  bill,  thatis,  paid  to  Belhum 
for  Braumj  he  being  the  agent  of  Brawny  authorised  to 
reeeive  it. 

In  order  to  support  the  plaintiff 's  case,  it  is  necessary 
to  establish  the  following  points,  independently  of  the 
question  of  faot  r^arding  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money : 

First,  that  where  a  person  who  has  contracted  for  the 

purchase  of  an  estate  dies,  after  paying  his  purchase 

money,  (assuming  the  payment  for  the  present  to  be 

proved,)  and  without  having  received  a  conveyance,  the 

devisee  of  his  real  estate,  under  a  will  made  after  he  had 

paid  the  purchase  money,  but  which  contains  no  specific 

devise  of  the  land  bargained  for,  may  sue  in  equity  for 

specific  performance.    Secondly,  that  there  is  proved  in 

this  case,  by  a  note  in  writing  suflSdent  under  the  Statute 

of  Frauds,  such  a  contract  in  substance  as  the  plaintiffs 

(below)  set  out  in  their  bill ;  or  that  independently  of 

any  writing,  the  plaintiffs  proved  such  a  contract  as  they 

set  out  in  their  bill,  and  proved  also  such  circumstances 

of  full  performance  on  one  side,  or  of  part  performance 

or  otherwise,  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of 

Frauds.    Thirdly,  that  where  in  such  a  case  as  the 

present,  the  executors  have  sued  at  law  to  recover  back 

the  money  on  account  of  the  land  not  being  conveyed, 

or  to  recover  damages  for  not  conveying  according  to  the 

alleged  agreement,  and  have  a  vercfict  agunst  them  on 

a  reeord  whieh  would  have  admitted  of  a  recoveiy  on 

either  ground,  such  proceeding  at  law  by  the  ezeeutors 

is  BO  bar  to  the  devisee  suing  in  eqiuty  on  the  same 

contract 

20  VOL.  L 
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1846.  With  respect  to  the  first  point,  I  have  no  doubt  that 
apon  such  a  case  as  is  stated  in  this  bill,  the  devisee  may 
sue  in  equity  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract. 
There  would  be  no  remedy  at  law  upon  a  mere  agree- 
ment of  this  kind  for  the  devisee,  nor  for  the  heir,  (if 
Dr.  Innea  had  died  intestate,)  whatever  might  be  the  case 
upon  a  covenant  under  seal,  made  by  him  with  Inne$ 
and  his  heirs,  to  convey  the  land  to  him  in  fee.  (a) 

But  as  regards  the  equitable  remedy  to  compel  a  con- 
veyance, it  is  no  objection  that  the  heir  could  not  inherit, 
nor  the  devisee  take  any  legal  estate  in  the  property. 
In  this  case,  if  the  purchase  money  can  be  held  to  have 
been  paid  to  Brawny  through  his  agent  Mr.  Bethuney  it 
was  paid  in  full  not  only  before  his  death,  but  before  his 
will  was  made,  so  that  the  case  would  not  even  require 
the  aid  of  the  statute  of  4  Wm.  lY.,  ch.  1,  respecting 
after-acquired  property.  Innes  must  then  be  held  to 
JadgBMDt  l^*ve  had  an  equitable  interest  which  he  could  devise, 
and  which  would  pass  under  the  general  words  used  in 
this  will,  as  well  as  if  the  particular  interest  had  been 
specified.  Brown  would  be  looked  upon  in  equity  as 
holding  in  trust  for  the  devisee,  and  could  be  compelled 
to  convey,  and  the  same  remedies  in  equity  would  lie 
between  the  devisees  or  heirs  of  the  respective  parties  as 
between  themselves  if  they  were  living. 

Upon  the  second  point,  I  am  of  opinion  (though  it  has 
not  seemed  to  me  to  be  quite  clear  of  doubt)  that  there 
is  evidence  in  writing,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  of  a  contract  by  Brown  to  sell  to  Innes  the 
Wilder  farm  for  J6500  cash,  which  is  in  substance  the 
contract  set  out.  The  proof  is  only  to  be  found  in  the 
letters.  Brown's  first  note  to  Mr.  Bethune  constitutes 
no  contract;  it  is  a  mere  authority  to  accept  anybody's 

•  (tf)  Whitoker  t.  Whltaker,  4  B.  C.  C.  31 ;  Brome  y.  Monok,  10  Ves. 
597,  6U;  Seton  t.  SUde,  7  Ves.  265 ;  Lingen  t.  Souraj,  Gilbert's  B. 
91 ;  SaTSge  t.  Carroll,  1  B.  &  B.  265 ;  Gaskarth  t.  Lord  Lowther,  12 
Yes.  107;  Orme  v.  Brougkton,  10  Bing.  588$  1  Sag.  871;  Bae.  Ab. 
Legacy  and  PeTise,  B. 
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offer  to  buy  the  estate  for  jeSOO.  It  m^de  Mr.  Betkune  1846. 
his  agent  for  the  purpose  of  entering  into  such  a  contraety 
not  irith  Dr.  Inne9  in  particular,  but  with  any  one.  This 
was  written  in  September^  1883.  Then  when  Mr. 
Bethune  in  April  following  writes  to  Mr.  Broum^  **Dr. 
Inne9,  who  has  purchased  the  Wilder  farm,  gaye  me 
bills  on  Scotland,  which  bills  have  been  accepted,  and 
the  moment  they  are  paid  I  shall  account  to  you  for  the 
amount,  £500,"  and  adds  in  his  note  a  request  "  that 
he  will  make  a  title,  and  leave  it  with  a  third  party, 
to  be  given  up  on  his  [Brawn' a)  order ;"  he  furnishes 
evidence,  by  a  note  or  memorandnMoi  in  writing,  signed 
by  his  agent,  that  Brtmrn  has  (through  his  agent)  con- 
tracted to  sell  to  Dr.  Innes  the  Wilder  farm  for  £500, 
for  which  a  title  is  yet  to  be  given ;  and  to  be  given  (we 
must  infer)  upon  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  since 
nothing  is  stipulated  to  the  contrary.  It  is  of  no  con- 
sequence that  this  letter  is  not  addressed  to  InneSy  but 
is  merely  a  communication  from  the  agent  to  his  princi- 
pal. When  the  authori^  of  the  agent  is  established, 
then  a  written  note  of  what  he  has  agreed  to,  signed  by 
him,  is  all  that  the  statute  requires ;  for  it  is  not  the 
contract  that  is  required  to  be  in  writing,  but  evidence 
of  the  contract.  The  terms  of  the  contract  sufficiently 
appear  in  the  letters ;  that  is,  the  description  of  the 
property,  the  price,  the  name  of  the  vendee,  and  the 
interest  to  be  conveyed,  (a)  This  point  of  the  case, 
however,  is  subject  to  a  doubt  arising  out  of  the  question 
of  fact  which  has  given  rise  to  the  whole  dispute.  Did 
Mr.  Bethune  assume  on  his  own  account  to  sell  to  Innesy 
making  the  transaction  expressly  one  of  his  own,  or  did 
he  contract  as  agent  for  Brown;  and  does  the  note 
amount  to  evidence  of  any  thing  more  than  what  the 
appellant  insists  upon,  namely,  that  Mr.  Bethune^  rely- 
ing upon  Brawn*8  acquiescence,  had  taken  upon  himself 

(a)  Owen  t.  ThomM,  8  M.  &  K.  868  ;  Western  t.  RiUBell,  8  Vei.  & 
B.  187 ;  Dobell  t.  Hatohinson,  8  N.  &  M.  2(M) :  Allen  t.  Bennett,  8 
Taunt,  at  p.  172 ;  Walford  t.  Beazeley,  8  Atk.  508 ;  Kennedy  t.  Lee, 
8Mer.441;  ISng.  168.9. 
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1M6.  to  deal  with  Iime»  for  the  eale  m  if  liie  bmd  mre  Mm 
own,  not  contracting  on  behalf  of  BnMn  f  It  aiiy  be 
said  that  the  letter  of  Bdkume  to  jBrotm  (April,  1884} 
oontauM  no  statement  incimsiBtent  irith  that ;  and  in 
tMthitdoee  not;  bntwe  find^rotm  agreeing  to  the 
sale  at  that  specific  price,  both  before  and  afte  the 
bargain  ims  eondnded,  and  we  cannot  hold  oAerwiae  than 
that  Imm  would  be  at  libertyto  look  to  him  finr the 
ftlfilfDCnt  of  the  contract^  though  he  nugln  «l8o  have 
chosen  to  deal  with  BHhwM  as  a  prinoipal  iii  snch  a 
mannMf  as  to  have  a  dear  reconrse  upon  hin.  And 
indeed  A^isn'e  letter  to  InntB^  wtitten  in  April, 
eaepivsdy  adopts  ihie  contract.  ^  Z  cannot  awke  a  title 
(he  says)  to  the  lot  you  porehased  until  I^  ih$  pagf**' 
Q^is  is  eqnivnlent  to  an  engagement  to  make  a  tide 
when  he  does  get  his  pay;  and  it  is  a  preuse  made 
directly  from  himself  to  Innes.  There  being  then  a 
sufficient  note  in  writing  of  his  agreement  to  convey  tiie 

itOtmifLt  ^^^^  f<>^™^  ^  J^^  "^^  ^  ^<>^^  reeeive  the  iSfiOO, 
it  is  net  neceesaary  to  dbcass  Ae  point,  whether  the  eir- 
cnnstances  of  Dr.  Inm9  going  into  poesomionns  he  did, 
and  being  allowed  to  hold  it,  nmfcing  considerable  «a- 
prot«m^ts,  (inlying,  ts  it  is  said,  on  his  pardnse,)  eoohi 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  if  there  had  been  no 
su£Sdetft  writiBg.  Nor  need  .we  eonrider  the  qSmI  ef 
payment  of  tte  purchase  moneys  wbioh  indesd  cooM  net 
be  rdied  upon  iritheut  antieipatnig  the  discuflsiim  npon 
tiie  main  questton  in  lihe  case,  that  is,  whether  iihe  pur- 
chase money  can  be  ceniidered  m  having  iwen  paid  to 
Bmim  or  not.  The  appeliant's  admisnoBS  ^  a  pmrol 
contract  in  her  answer,  so  &r  as  they  ge,  woidd  net  new, 
1  Conceive,  be  nrifident  to  establish  die  ease  in  ike 
absence  of  a  writing,  because  she  expremly  sets  wp  the 
ettftute  as  a  bar. 

Upon  the  tlurd  point,  which  is,  whether  the  proceed. 
iBgs  at  law  taken  by  Dr.  Inms's  executors  lorm  any 
impediment  to  the  devisees  suing  in  equity^  I  trdst  we 
are  right  in  assiuung  that  they  do  not  CBeate  adiffisaltgr ; 


AHD  AnSAL  BBNffnL  IfiT 

but  I  do  not  by  any  meaaf  wosdo  te  A#  ugamtats  ami  UM9. 
on  tb«  port  of  the  reipofidtats  on  tfaii  fAit  in  the  oaaa 
to  their  Ml  extent.  If  JBrocM  and  /urn*  wire  still  both 
linag,  end  /•net  had  eeed  JlrefM  in  each  an  action  at 
ie  eat  cttt  in  the  veeord,  irhioh  is  in  evidence  in  thie  eaie, 
Ue  recovery  of  daaiagee  wonld  of  eotiree  bare  prevented 
his  sahig  afkerwatds  in  eq«ty  to  oonpel  a  oonvqrance ; 
BO I  think  weaM  hb  failing  to  recover,  by  the  jory  gimg 
a  verdict  againat  him  iqwn  snch  issues  as  involved  proof 
of  the  eontnwt,  and  led  to  a  trial  upon  the  merits.  It 
seeased  to  be  assomed  that  final  jmdgment  Biust  be 
etteied ;  that  a  mere  verdiefc  is  of  no  eonseqoenee,  bnt  . 
diat  the  eiifl  action  nvast  be  oondnofced  to  snch  a  terao- 
natien  as  places  npon  record  a  jadgment  of  a  tdDnpdbent 
tuttnnal  upon  the  merits.  The  laagaage  of  the  Iiord 
CSiaBcellor^  in  the  case  abed,  (a)  is  oertsinly  to  that 
effeel,  and  is  very  emphatic,  but  it  mnst  be  coaei()ered 
in  Mftrence  te  the  perticalar  ^ase,  end  can  hardly  have 
been  iackended  to  lay  it  down  as  a  priacifde,  that  where  a  j 
"par^has  received  an  injury  for  which  he  maypkosa 
demages  at  faor  to  the  ascteot  of  a  fill  eompeneatieni  or 
may  see  in  equity  for  a  »cro  specifte  remedy,  he  leay 
tnft  dimg  the  apposite  party  into  a  eoirt  of  kw,  and  at 
any  idne  before  or  after  verdict,  ae  kog  as  Ihere  is  no 
jaigsssnt»enfteged  of  record,  may  at  pleasure  ohsAge  bis 
jnitedictiesi^  abandon  his  aictian,  and  commence  a  suit  in 
eqaitjv  if  bodi  parties  were  living,  I  conceive  tbf^t  Dr. 
1mm  oeuld  not  have  ahandensd  his  civil  actk>n  a$t$T 
vmdict  against  him,  and  filed  a  UU^  withoat  chewing 
soma  gernuid  for  the  doable  prooeeding  that  is  not  shewn 
on  the  pleadings  befane  us.  If  be  eouki  not  so  proceed 
Against  Areom  hnnself,  he  oould  no  more  psoaeed 
;  his  heir  or  devisee.  Then  as  to  the  chaage  pf 
on  the  ctiter  side,  it  has  this  effect,  no  deobt, 
that  by  Ik.  lmm%'M  death  his  interests  as  to  the  realty 
and  penwnalty  ase  in  different  hands*  His  esecntcpa, 
in  tbe  action  whipfa  they  did  in  fact  bring,  conld,  I  have 
no  denbt,  have  recovered  back  the  porohaae  money 

(a)  Behrtns  t.  SieretuDg,  2  Mylne  k  QnXg,  602. 
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1846.  which  Innes  had  paid ;  or  oould  have  recovered  what  a 
jury  might  think  it  reasonable  to  give  for  breach  of  the 
agreement  to  convey,  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  and 
jnry,  they  had  proved  snch  a  case  as  they  decUu*ed  upon. 
The  contract  was  broken  in  the  time  of  the  testator,  if 
broken  at  all ;  he' therefore  had  a  foil  and  perfect  right 
to  recover  all  the  damages  occasioned  by  the  breach  of 
that  contract.  Neither  his  heir  nor  devisee  conld  sue  at 
law  upon  the  breach  of  snch  an  agreement ;  their  remedy 
would  be  in  equity  only,  (a)  If  the  executor  had 
recovered  in  the  action  at  law,  it  would  have  prevented 
the  devisee  suing  afterwards  in  equity,  for  clearly  the 
vendor  or  his  representative  could  not  be  compelled  to 
make  a  double  satisfaction  for  the  breach  of  the  one 
agreement.  The  remedy  of  the  devisee  of  Dr.  Innes 
would,  in  that  case,  as  I  consider,  be  against  his  execu- 
tors, to  compel  them  by  a  suit  in  equity  to  lay  out  the 
sum  which  they  might  have  recovered  in  the  purchase  of 
jiidgBMiit.  other  real  estate  for  the  devisee.  I  do  not  mean  that 
the  language  of  the  courts  has  been  always  decisive  and 
consistent  in  favour  of  the  executor  recovering  upon  such 
an  agreement  a  full  recompense  for  the  breach  of  cove- 
nant as  his]  testator  could  have  done,  but  I.take  that  to 
be  the  effect  of  the  decisions,  and  I  cannot  reconcile  the 
language  of  the  judges  in  the  case  otOrme  v.  B,rouglU(m^ 
with  the  supposition  that  they  took  any  other  view  of 
the  law.  Then,  if  a  recovery  at  law  by  the  executors 
would  have  prevented  the  devisee  from  suing  in  equity 
to  compel  a  conveyance,  their  failure  to  recover  would, 
in  my  opinion,  have  the  same  effect  if  the  pleadings  in 
the  action  at  law  opened  to  the  jury  the  whole  case  upon 
its  merits,  so  that  the  plaintiff!  must  have  recovered  if 
they  had  proved  the  contract  alleged,  and  if  the  result, 
so  far  as  the  case  had  gone,  was  adverse  to  their  recover- 
ing on  the  merits ;  otherwise  the  same  object  of  litiga- 
tion might  be  pursued  in  two  tribunals,  both  equally 
competent  to  charge  the  defendant,  though  not  both 

■■'■■'■  I  I  III!  I  ■■    I      I   ■■  ■  ■    ^      !■    1         ■ 

(a)  ISug.  871. 
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competent  to  give  the  same  remedy  to  the  same  plain-   1846. 
tiffs.    I  do  not  understand  that  the  question  depends 
upon  that,  nor  upon  the  fact  of  the  party  succeeding  or 
failing.    If  it  does,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  meaning 
in  all  that  is  said  about  parties  not  being  allowed  to 
change  their  jurisdiction  after  a  tribunal  has  been 
resorted  to  which  can  entertain  the  case,  though  not 
precisely  in  the  same^shape.    No  doubt,  so  far  as  the 
prindple  rests  upon  the  election  of  remedies  being  bind- 
ing, it  is  to  be  considered  that  it  was  the  executors  here 
that  proceeded  at  law,  and  that  it  is  their  election  which 
is  attempted  to  be  made  conclusive  upon  the  devisee, 
who  stands  on  a  different  interest    Still  the  question 
remains,  whether  the  party  can  be  allowed  to  be  pre- 
judiced by  the  circumstance  of  Inne^'B  death  having 
placed  his  real  and  personal  estates  and  interests  in  dif- 
ferent hands.    So  far  as  his  estate  is  concerned,  it  woulft 
seem  reasonable  to  hold  that  it  should  not  be  in  the 
power  of  those  representing  him  in  different  respects  to 
pursue  separate  remedies  for  the  same  injury,  any  more  '"'""*"* 
than  he  could  have  done  it  while  living.    If  a  court  of 
equity  would  in  such  a  case,  at  the  instance  of  the 
devisee,  restrain  the  executors  from  proceeding  at  law 
for  damages,  in  order  that  the  estate  might  be  obtained 
in  equity,  in  a  suit  for  specific  performance,  that  would 
seem  to  be  the  proper  course.    But  it  is  material  to  con- 
aider,  that  we  had  not  in  this  province  at  that  time  any 
court  of  equity  to  resoi;^  to,  and  that  the  devisee  was  on 
that  account  perfectly  helpless.    Whatever  effect  there- 
fore it  might  seem  proper  to  give  to  the  fact  of  the 
executors  having  sued  at  law  under  other  circumstances 
it  would  seem  veiy  unreasonable  and  unjust  to  hold  the 
devisee  precluded'  by  the  abortive  attempt  of  the  exe- 
cutors to  recover  damages,  while  she  had  no  tribunal 
open  to  her  in  which  she  could  sue,  though  if  the  execu- 
tors had  recovered  a  recompense  in  damages,  that  must, 
as  I  suppose,  have  put  an  end  to  all  further  proceedings 
against  BnnvrCB  estate  on  the  agreement. 
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1846.  There  are  other  oonsideratiaiis  <i(ninect6d  with  this 
braMh  of  the  case  -which  I  will  not  now  dwell  ajMio, 
becatue  oar  ultimate  decieion  will  not  tarn  upon  theoi. 
If  it  did,  indeed,  I  should  feel  it  necessary  to  porsM  the 
sabject  mach  farther,  for  I  have  not  arrived  at  a  olear 
foneloflion  upon  it  It  may  be  that  it  oaght  to  have 
been  shewn  in  this  salt,  that  the  fulure  to  reoever  at  law 
was  not  upon  soine  ground  arising  from  defects  in  Ae 
system  of  proceeding  at  law,  or  it  may  be  that  the 
executoxs  failing  at  law  upon  grounds  which  would  be 
equally  oenolusive  in  equity,  should  be  no.impediiient 
whatever  to  the  devisee  afterwards  pursuing  her  remedy 
in  equity,  and  it  would  at  any  rate  be  right  to  hold  thb 
until  we  can  see  the  contrary  very  clearly  established 
upon  authority. 

^  At  present  I  assume  that  the  agreement  is  iegaUy 
proved  as  charged  in  the  bill,  that  is,  that  Brown 
jadcnnt  engaged  to  convey  the  land  on  being  paid  £600  in 
cash,  and  tiie  devisee  has  this  remedy  tqmi  it,  and  that 
she  is  not  prednded  from  pursuing  it  by  the  attempt 
which  the  executors  of  Dr.  Innes  have  made,  and  fiifled 
in^  to  recover  damages  at  law ;  and  as  the  case  is  ene  of 
considerable  hardship,  it  is  more  satisfactory  to  be  aUe 
thus  to  dispose  of  it  on  a  view  of  its  substantial  merits. 

All  that  remains  to  be  determined  dien,  is,  whether 
Mr.  Brown  can  be  properly  he]^  to  have  broken  hu  eon- 
tract,  or  rather,  whether  the  devisee  of  Dr.  Jnmoo  is  now 
in  such  a  position  that  she  can  call  on  Brown' $  represen- 
tative to  perform  it. 

We  have  mmsidered  the  evidence  as  carefiilly  as  we 
are  able,  in  all  its  bearings,  and  i^e  compelled  to  sey, 
that»  in  our  opinion,  Brown  is  not  ^argeable  with  a 
breach  of  his  contract,  for  that  the  condition  haa  not 
been  performed  on  which  he  undertook  to  convey ;  he 
ha$  not  been  paid  th$  £600. 
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Tbe  deTisee  {of  lnne$)  contends  that  Mr.  Beikune  was  1846. 
Ideally  the  agent  of  Brown  for  receiving  tlie  money,  as 
well  as  tor  finding  a  pnrcbaser ;  tliat  upon  the  supposi- 
tion that  he  was  so,  Br.  Inned  paid  him  by  placing  bills 
in  his  hands  which  produced  the  amount ;  that  although 
Brown  named  JBSOO  as  his  ch%h  price,  and  though  the 
bflh  at  three  or  four  months,  not  yet  presented,  were  not 
cash,  yet  they  were  accepted  by  Brown' %  agent,  and  with 
&e  knowledge  of  Brown,  as  a  compliance  with  the  terms 
which  Brown  had  exacted^  prorided  titey  should  be  paid 
at  maturity ;  that  is,  the  delay  was  not  objected  to.  She 
contends  further,  diat  the  understanding  and  expecta- 
tion of  Brown  was  that  the  bills  were  to  be  negociated 
db^gh  Mr.  Bethunty  and  the  money  pass  into  his 
hands ;  that  therefore  when  the  money  did  pass  into  his 
hands,  it  was  in  fact  and  legal  effect  a  payment  to 
Brown,  and  entitled  Dr.  Innes  to  call  for  his  deed. 

She  insists  further,  that  this  view  of  A^  case  is  iodgg^i. 
strengthened  by  the  facts,  thntBethune  and  Brown  had 
up  to  thai  time  and  at  that  time  large  unsettled  trans- 
scdbni  together,  tod  connexions  in  business  of  so 
intimate  a  nature,  that  payment  to  one,  on  account  of  the 
other,  of  an  amount  like  that  in  question,  upon  similar 
transactions,  might  be  impUed  from  the  accounts  giren  ^ 
in  cYidtocns  to  have  been  a  matter  of  ordinary  occurrence, 
Which  neither  would  think  of  dgecting  to;  that  the 
,  nature  of  tiiehr  dealings  in  regard  to  mutual  accommock- 
fion  in  banking  paper,  would  naturally  account  for  their 
business  being  upon  such  i  footing,  that  the  actual  state 
of  their  accounts  at  that  time  did  either  in  fkct  warrant 
Mr.  B$thun&va  taking  credit  to  himself  for  the  proceeds 
of  these  b&ls  on  Brown' $  account,  or  that  h^  patties 
mif^t  well  have  supposed  it  did,  and  might  therefore, 
f6t  the  time  at  leaist^  witihouti  impropriety  on  the  one^side, 
or  dissatisfaction  on  the  other,  h»r&  been  content  Uy  hntt 
the  matter  rest  on  that  footing ;  that  when  the  bills  were  ^ 
giv^,  Mr.  BefAune  was  loekied'  upon  by  every  one  as 
ptffed9y  solvent^  and  B^own'i  confidence  m  him  was 
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1846.  unlimited;  that  there  is  therefore  in  all  the  circumstanoes 
no  reason  to  douht,  but  on  the  contrary  good  reason  to 
infer,  that  Brown  did  understand  and  intend  vhen  the 
bills  were  taken,  that  Mr.  Bethune  should  negociate 
them  and  receive  the  proceeds,  and  should  credit  the  sum 
to  him ,  in  account,  and  that  as  soon  as  it  should  be 
known  that  the  bills  thus  negociated  were  actually  paid, 
it  should  be  considered  that  the  £500  were  paid  within 
the  condition  of  the  bargain  which  Mr.  Bethune  was 
authorised  to  make,  so  that  Innes  might  then  call  for 
his  deed. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  if  this  be  so,  the  consequence 
would  follow,  that  the  money  being  paid  upon  the  bills 
in  good  faith  to  Mr.  Bethune^  before  his  insolvency  was 
known,  or  paid  to  any  one  whom  he  had  transferred  < 
them  for  value  in  the  way  of  business,  would  be  a  good 
payment  to  Brown^  and  would  entitle  Dr.  Innes  to 
demand  a  conveyance. 

Mr.  BethvLne*B  evidence  in  his  depositions  goes  far  to 
support  such  a  case,  but  not  to  the  full  extent,  for  even 
in  these  depositions  he  admits  that  Dr.  InneB  often 
stated  that  he  looked  to  him  {Bethune)  for  the  farm  or 
the  money y  and  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  Mr. 
Brown  ;  and  it  is  but  just  to  the  appellant  to  consider, 
that  what  Mr.  Bethune  states  in  his  evidence,  taken 
upon  commission  after  he  had  left  this  province,  seems 
wholly  at  variance,  not  only  with  the  testimony  of  the 
two  Messrs.  Owstony  but  with  the  written  statements  of 
the  transaction  made  by  Mr.  Bethune  himself,  in  his 
note  written  at  the  time,  and  written  too  for  the  purpose 
of  governing  the  conduct  of  both  Brown  and  Innee^  in 
their  communications  with  each  other  upon  this  very 
matter.  It  seems  inconsistent  also  with  the  declarations 
and  conduct  of  Dr.  Innea  himself. 

It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  that  the  bills  being  trans- 
mitted from  Montreal  on  the  10th  of  October,  and  pay- 
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abte  at  tfaree  and  four  months  respectively  after  sight,  it    1846. 
was  not  known  (as  I  suppose)  at  Cobonrg,  while  the  com- 
munications were  going  on,  in  April,  1884,  whether  they 
had  been  actnally  paid  or  not,  though  it  seems  that  it 
was  known  they  were  accepted, 

Mr.  Bethune^B  affairs,  no  donbt,  were  in  an  embarras- 
sed and  confused  state  in  April,  1884,  while  these  com^- 
mnnications  about  the  title  were  passing;  but  whether 
that  was  generally  known  in  Cobourg  or  not,  at  that 
moment,  and  whether  it  was  known  to  Brown  in  parti- 
cular, does  not  certainly  appear.  I  infer  from  the  state- 
ments in  the  evidence,  that  it  was  probably  known  to 
Brwon  in  April,  1884,  that  Mr.  Bethune'n  affairs  were 
embarrassed,  and  that  their  mutual  transactions  had 
ceased  before  that  time. 

Bearing  these  things  in  mind,  we  must  now  look  at 
the  appelhint's  case. 

Brown's  written  instructions  to  Bethune  is,  to  sell  the 
farm  for  £500  cash.  What  that  means  there  can  be  no 
doubt,  and  we  can  admit  no  parol  evidence  of  a  different 
agreement ;  but  it  is  not  contended  that  the  meaning  was, 
that  the  bargain  was  to  be  instantly  consummated  by  pay- 
ment of  the  money,  but  only  that  when  it  was  to  be  con- 
summated, (which  Brown  would  allow  a  reasonable  time 
for,)  it  should  be  a  cash  transaction.  Brown  admitted 
that  he  was  willing  to  wait  till  Dr.  Innes  could  procure 
his  money,  by  negociating  his  bills  through  Mr.  Bethune^ 
or  in  any  other  manner,  but  that  what  he  stipulated  for, 
and  never  departed  from,  was,  that  he  would  give  no 
deed  till  he  actually  got  the  money ;  that  he  had  merely 
authorised  Mr.  Bethune  to  close  witK  any  offer  of  cash, 
at  £500. 

The  evidence  seems  irresistibly  to  lead  to  the  convic- 
tion, that  Innee  on  his  part  was  resolved  to  deal  exclu- 
sively with  Mr.  Bethune^  and  not  to  connect  himself  in 
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IMd.  any  meafture  or  degree  with  Bram^.  Qe  ^vM  fKf 
>^^^^  BMune  tiie  money,  and  look  to  him  fog  t^Q  46dd» 

g^  and  to  Ro  one  else,  satisfied  that  he  eo«(d  {MKi^ave 
it  for  him,  and  that  if  he  could  not,  he  wi^e  ^crh^ 
able  and  responsible ;  and  that  he  would  (hefefpie  be 
ultimately  safe  in  his  hands.  One  cannot  peruse  the 
eiideace  without  being  satisfied  diat  he  voidd  not  on 
any  account  ^ve  placed  his  bills  in  Br^^'s  hmi4i» 
thdjgh  he  knew  (as  I  suppose)  in  September,  1808,  that 
the  lafid  was  Brovm\  and  that  the  deed  must  come  frogi 
him. 

]&Lr,  B^hunf  ou  his  part^  seems  not  to  have  hesitated  to. 
dose  the  bargain  wiUi  Dr,  Inneu^  aa  if  the  laud  were  h^s 
own  and  not  Bnwm's;  I  do  not  mean  that  he  luiarepre- 
sented  the  state  of  the  title,  or  that  lnn€$  did  not  know  it, 
but  that  he  was  willing  to  deal  on  that  footmg ;  to  sell  the 
land  as  he  would  have  sold  a  lotof  his  own,  making  faimaelf 
responsible  for  the  title,  and  to  account  to  Br^nm  (as  a9 
doubt  he  meant  to  do)  for  the  proceeds.  Accordingly, 
though  Brovfn  wanted  cash,  as  he  sigrs^  and  ^here^re 
theae  sterling  l^ills  night  haye  uoswered  to  hm,  ap  veU 
as  to  1^.  B^tkmu^  the  yaluable  piurpqae  of  aqi^orlfing 
credit  by  making  a.  conditional  remittance,  and  thai;igh 
h9  liyed  uearer  to  Dr.  InneM^  it  seems,  than  Mr.  Bethme 
did,  yet  the  bills  were  drawn  not  in  Brown's  favoQ;r,  but 
in.  Mr.  Brum's;  they  did  not  pass  into  Bfiqim*M 
han^  but  were  immecUa^ely  sent  by  Mr.  B^timne  to  his 
correspondent  in  Montreal,  with  directions  to  credit  them 
to  hia  account.  ^>  These  hj^^'  (he  says  to  his  correqpqp- 
dent  and  creditor,  for  he  was  then  largely  indebted  to 
Bwidjkurff)  ^'  are  tahm  in  payment  of  Icmi,  Thegentle- 
maa  came  well  recommended.  You  will  of  course  for- 
ward. tliem»"  &c. 

This  is  just  what  he  would  write  of  a  transaction  of  his 
01^9  and  if  it  had  been  trae^  as  stated  in  the  bill,  bi^t  Mt 
proved,  th|it  at  that  time  the  balance  in  ^ceoupt  widi 
Brown  was  aumh  in  Bethune'a  favour ;  or  if  Brthtine 
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b«lMv#d  that,  wlmh  ir«i  m»t  fiiM^oie  frcm  hto  •ndraoe  IMfli 
li0  dU^  me  oin  well  imderstMd  tlAt  bf  vvoolcl  make  j«rt 
800^  a  eQBkwmmtioii,  i^  baviag  Brptum's  penniMion  t/o 
mM  Ae farai fiar X5Q0,  he  molved  toaotMif  tbeeele 
Here  on  hie  eim  iM^eomt,  liel4iDg  bimielf  •ccoeeubk^ 
at  ^f  eMiee  Ii#  ivoold  be,  4e  JBfvtafi,  for  the  prooeede. 
AM  iibis  wwU  he?e  been  well  eeoq^,  eod  w«^  beve 
Mitoaoloiiia  eay  qvertor,  if  .&<i«uM  bed  rnieeiapi 
solvent ;  but  the  money  being  lost  in  bis  hands,  from  hia 
inabili^  to  replace  it  after  be  had  diverted  it  to  the  pay- 
npent  of  bia  own  debt  to  Bradkmy,  it  beeomea  doe,  in 
yafitk^  to  the  otlm*  par^y  to  acan  the  natnre  of  the 
trant^rtea  fcnvflomly ;  &et  \j  wliat  Mr.  fletiviM  may 
hiv»  intended  to  do,  hot  by  what  Mr^wn  eoatemidated 
Md  agreed  to  de. 

h  ia  n^oqable  to  ann^e  ^hal  Mr^um  knew  that  Mr. 
MftHM  had  fMad  a  pwehasar  in  Dr^  Jbmeh  Md  that 
ha  had  veeeived  hiUs  from  Um;  and  that  he  waaeooftent 
to  wait  |br  a  few  loenlha  in  the  eicpeottttioa  of  receiving 
th#  wm^  eM»«r  from  Dr.  Zimea  or  from  Mr.  ^SmAihm^ 
it  would  not  aiatter  whieh,  and  it  ia  act  ineooaiatent  with 
the  appellant's  account  of  the  matter,  that  in  the  mean* 
tim»  ha  shoiM  ofer  no  cjppeaition  to  Dr.  Jnmmf^  gfmg 
im^  pqn»flion»  i^on  any  compsoniae  which  he  eoald 
make  with  VSMir  the  tenant. 

33iat  Dr.  Jfn$u$  took  poaseastoa  in  conseqneace  of  hia 
iateadfsd  parehMe^  and  would  not  have  done  so  but  £» 
that,  and  that  Ht,  Mrotm  so  understood  the  mattei?,  I 
have  no  doobt;  so  also  that  Dr.  InmeB  should  make 
iaipvcweflse^ts  on  the  place^  which  he  would  not  have 
dfMie  hi^  Sot  hia  purdiase ;  and  that  Brown  must  haM 
thpi^t  so»  it  ia  nrost  reaaonaUe  to  infer ;  but  it  seems 
to  me  th^t  these  circumstances  are  of  no  importanoe 
either  wajf^  Dir.  iiiaes  leit  confident  tbait  hta  billa  would 
bepaidf  as  they  were;  and  it  is  plain  that  nothing  was 
fi«a)^  from  hia  mind,  than  any  diatrust  of  his  money 
in  thH  aaae  finding  its  way  to  Mr.  Brown.    On  the 
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1846,  other  hand,  Br<npn  might  naturally  take  it  for  granted 
that  Dr.  Innes  knew  his  own  prospects  of  getting  the 
money ;  that  he  well  understood,  that  without  the  money 
he  could  get  no  title,  and  that  he  therefore  acted  at  his 
own  risk.  Brown  was  secure  as  long  as  he  held  the  title, 
and  he  had  no  motive  for  warning  or  prohibiting  Dr. 
Innes  from  doing  any  thing  that  he  was  doing,  or  for 
offending  his  proposed  purchaser  by  intimating  any 
distrust. 

Then  in  April,  1884,  while,  for  all  that  appears, 
(though  I  am  not  sure  the  fact  was  so,)  the  actual  pay- 
ment of  the  bills  in  England  might  not  have  been  known 
in  this  country,  we  find  Dr.  Innes  pressing  Mr.  Bethune 
for  his  deed.  If  he  did  not  then  know  that  the  bills  were 
paid,  he  was  pressing  for  his  title  prematurely ;  and  his 
anxiety  probably  arose  from  rumours  of  Mr.  Bethune*s 
diffiici^ties,  and  upon  this  occasion  it  is  that  Mr.  Bethune^ 
jiuigBi«at  for  the  first  time,  for  all  that  appears,  (except  as  he  states 
in  his  own  depositions,)  informs  Mr.  Broum  how  the 
transaction  really  stood,  in  the  hope  of  inducing  Broum 
to  make  the  title  without  receiving  the  money. 

His  letter  bears  strong  marks  of  its  being  his  first 
communication  to  Brown  of  his  transaction  with  Innes 
about  the  bills ;  he  impliedly  admits  in  it  that  he  cannot 
insist  on  a  title  being  made,  because  the  money  was 
not  paid,  but  he  suggests  that  a  deed  may  be  made  and 
deposited  with  a  third  party,  subject  to  BrowrCs  order, 
which  could  only  be  to  quiet  Dr.  Innes* s  anxiety  for  the 
time.  He  does  not  then  tell  Brown  that  he  had  made 
use  of  the  bills  as  a  remittance ;  he  does  not  pretend  that 
Brown  had  authorised  him  to  receive  the  money  on  his 
account,  but  says  he  can  draw  for  it  (to  pay  over  to 
Brown)  as  soon  as  he  hears  that  the  bills  are  paid.  Be 
does  not  pretend  that  he  had  given  Brown  credit  for  the 
money  in  the  accounts  between  them ;  or  that  he  meant 
to  do  so,  or  was  at  liberty  to  do  so ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
says  expressly  in  his  note,  *^  this  transaction  is  entirely  out 
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^  awr  nihet  &ii«meMy"  thereby  holding  out  to  him  the    1816. 
certain  prospect,  if  the  biUa  should  be  paid,  of  the 
actual  X500  going  into  BnnnCu  hands,  just  as  much  as 
if  Dr.  InntM  had  sent  his  bills  through  any  other  channel- 

All  this  is  consistent  irith  the  appellant's  aoconnt  of 
the  transactions,  though  TOfy  inconsistent  with  Bfr. 
Beihuau^^  statement  made  long  afterwards,  when  he  had 
failed  in  business,  and  when  he  most  have  been  aware, 
that  the  effect  of  his  having  converted  the  bills  to  his 
own  purposes  mnst  have  been  to  throw  the  loss  of  the 
whole  money  upon  Dr.  iitnes,  who  had  trusted  him  so 
implicitly,  and  would  trust  no  one  else,  unless  the  trans- 
action could  be  so  treated  as  to  make  Brawn  bound  by 
the  payment.  Such  a  reflection  must,  I  have  no  doubt, 
have  been  a  very  painful  aggravation  to  Mr.  Bethune  of 
the  misfortunes  he  had  fallen  into.  That  it  could  have 
induced  him  to  state,  under  his  oath,  any  thing  contrary 
to  his  clear  recollection  of  the  facts,  we  should  not  allow 
ourselves  to  suppose,  but  it  is  due  to  justice  to  consider, 
that  this  note  contained  his  statement  of  the  facts  of 
the  transactions  while  they  were  recent ;  a  statement,  too, 
deliberately  made  in  writing,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing 
Brown  to  act  upon  it ;  and  what  gives  it  great  additional 
weight,  and  was  justly  relied  upon  in  the  argument  as 
having  that  effect,  is  that  Dr.  InneSj  by  taking  this  note 
himself  to  Brown^  which  he  had  read  and  found  no  fault 
with,  impliedly  coufirmed  Bethune' a  account  of  the  trans- 
action. If  he  then  conceived  from  any  thing  Mr. 
Bethune  had  formerly  stated  to  him,  that  when  the  bills 
were  paid.  Brown  would  be  paid,  whether  be  ever  saw 
the  money  or  not,  why  did  he  not  say  that  there  could 
be  no  occasion  to  wait  till  Mr.  Bethune  could  draw  for 
the  money  upon  his  agent  in  England,  for  that  payment 
to  Mr.  Bethune'e  agent  there  would  be  a  compliance 
with  his  contract,  whatever  might  become  afterwards  of 
the  money  ? 

If  the  letter  he  was  carrying  from  Bethune  to  Brown^ 
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1840.  shodd  not  natorslly  have  led  to  thifl  remonstrflnee  or 
Iris  psrt^  Brown' 9  answer  to  his  own  note  snreljr  must, 
torSroum  there  assured  hhn  in  plain  and  positire  Xettas^ 
that  there  should  be  no  deed  made  till  he  got  the  money; 
and  he  gave  as  a  reason  why  he  had  always  insisted 
ttpott  this,  that  he  bad  a  mortgage  on  the  land  to  pay 
otfy  and  must  have  the  money  to  do  it  with. 

Vow  if  it  .were  clearly  shewn  thRt  Inne9  did  in  trttth 
cfnly  deal  with  Bethune  a?  Brown^s  agent,  that  BethuHe 
was  authorised  by  Brown  not  merely  to  take  the  offer 
but  to  take  the  money,  (which  X  do  not  take  to  be  die 
obvious  c9nstruction  of  his  note  of  April,  1888,)  thetif  of 
^  course  Innes's  situation  could  not  be  prejudiced  by  any 
misapplication  which  Bethune  might  make  of  the  money 
after  receiving  it,  so  long  as  Innee  himself  acted  in 
perfect  good  faith,  as  I  have  no  doubt  he  <fid ;  but  the 
diiScuIty  of  the  case  consists  in  this,  that  Brown  seems 
Judgment  to  havo  douc  all  a  nmn  could  do  to  preserve  bis  land  till 
he  should  actually  get  his  money ;  that  the  written  docu- 
ments shewed  he  acted  in  that  spirit ;  that  Mr.  BethuH^s 
own  written  account  of  it,  and  I>r.  Innee^e  conduct  And 
aAnissions,  confirm  it,  and  produce  a  preponderance  of 
evidence  strongly  in  favour  of  the  appeHant's  case,  even 
without  the  aid  of  the  very  circumstantial  and  coDctu- 
sive  testimony  of  the  witness  Oweton^  whose  evidence'  is 
not  in  any  manner  impeached  or  shaken. 

To  these  circuntstanceff  it  id  to  be  added,  that  in  the 
accounts  rendered  by  Mr.  BetKwhe  during  tiris  period, 
and  extending  to  the  close  of  his  transactions  iri&L 
Bnfwn^  he  made  no  mention  of  these  bills ;  that  it  now 
turns  out  that  in  1885,  upon  a  settlement  of  ttccounts 
with  Brownj  he  discovered  himself  to  be  moi^  than 
£iOW  in  his  debt ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  bargain  tieing 
made  he  was  in  his  debt  a  small  sum,  and  that  it  is  not 
proved,  as  is  alleged  in  the  bill,  that  he  applied  ther  £500 
in  making  good  any  liabilities  which  he  had  assumed  for 
SrM%;  but  clettrfy  otherwise.      And  it  is  furflier 
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material  to  remember,  that  the  bills  which  Dr.  Innea  1846. 
had  placed  in  Bethune's  hands  were  not  for  the  amoont 
of  the  purchase  money  only,  but  were  for  £500  sterling ; 
which  would  produce,  with  premium  on  exchange,  I  sup- 
pose, nearly  £100  more ;  and  that  Mr.  Bethune  was  to 
place  the  overplus  to  Dr.  Innes*8  credit  in  the  'bank  for 
which  he  was  agent.  The  whole  case  seems  to  lead  to 
the  conviction,  that  Dr.  Innes  confined  his  transaction 
to  Mr.  Bethune.  expressly  and  designedly,  and  made  him 
his  own  agent  to  receive  his  mdney,  and  pay  it  to  Braum^ 
and  to  procure  his  deed,  instead  of  dealing  with  him  as 
Brown' 9  agent,  and  paying  him  the  £600  sterling  in 
that  capacity.  If  Bethune  had  continued  solvent,  and 
Rraum  had  become  bankrupt,  and  his  real  estate  passed 
into  the  hands  of  assignees ;  and  if  Dr.  Innee^  having 
negodated  his  bills  through  some  other  channel,  had  paid 
his  £500  sterling  in  cash  into  Bethune' %  hands,  and  it 
had  been  actually  consumed  there  by  fire,  he  would  have 
thought  it,  I  doubt  not,  most  strange  and  unreasonable, . 
that  he  should  be  told  that  his  money  was  virtually  in 
JBrotm'^  hands,  and  that  he  could  look  only  to  him. 

The  evidence  seems  to  place  the  case  on  grounds  to 
which  Lord  EUenhorougVe  language  in  Pamther  v. 
OaittkiUi  (a)  strongly  applies :  ^^  The  money  appears  to 
have  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff  upon  his  own  confidence 
in  the  agent  employed,  and  having  trusted  him,  without 
any  fault  in  the  defendant  to  induce  that  confidence,  he 
must  stand  to  the  loss,  and  is  not  entitled  to  recover  it 
against  the  defendant." 

If  this  be  the  correct  view  to  take  of  the  transaction, 
it  must  as  decidedly  prevent  a  court  of  equity  from 
decreeing  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  or  rather 
from  decreeing  a  conveyance,  as  it  should  prevent  the 
party  from  receiving  damages  at  law  for  an  alleged 
breach  of  contract.  It  is  with  much  reluctance  that  we 
come  to  the  conclusion  upon  the  case  which  I  have 

""  (a)  18  E.  B.  488.  ~^ 
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U  voi«lcl  be  ft  great  h^^hip  that  th^  one  estate  ehQ\|}d 
1^2  lof^e  the  l^d  by  being  oeoipelled  to  cooYey  U  withoot  f^ 
eqqiv^lenty  i^  that  the  other  shquld  loae  the  mox^ey  wi^ 
which  the  1a^4  v^a  intended  to  be  pi^f^ase^^  yet  there 
14  reason  tQ  fear  that  tibe  Ipss  |D^9t  presa  pa^ch  i^ore 
heiiyily,  if  not  distreasingly,  nppn  th^  one  party  thftn  it 
wonld  upon  the  other,  and  beoaqse  the  loss  hafi  qecmnred 
pi^rtly  through  the  misfortunea,  and  partly  through  the 
irregularity,  of  one  in  «yhoin  JSrown  had  loi^g  beep 
reposing,  as  it  i^ppears,  especial  confidence,  an4  ^b)0  w^ 
much  better  l^nown  to  him  thi^li  t^  Pr.  ^nn$s.  A(^d 
again,  when  we  see  th^  ^atur^  of  (he  accounts  between 
these  parties,  the  muUitado  of  their  tr^^eactionfi  reepep^ 
ing  lands,  the  freedoip  with  which  large  credits  were 
passed  by  Metiune  to  Browifk  upon  sipiilar  tr^nsti^tions, 
and  when  we  consider  the  ostiipation  in  whic|^  ]4r. 
St^MW  is  admitted  to  bs>ve  stpod,  bqth  in  reg(^'4  ^ 
chdir^cter  mi  meaiis,  we  cannqt  feel  sure,  if  Mr.  f^eJLhva^ 
had  Iqr  f^ny  purpose  chaired  to  let  the  £500^  wheii  p^ijcl^ 
pass  into  their  correct  ikeconnt,  that  Brovm^  wonld  ^  i^^y 
time  have  objected ;  and  we  cannot,  after  all,  be  certain 
that  this  was  not  the  understanding  between  then  in 
regard  to  this  particular  tri^aetion.  \i  it  were  so»  th^t 
wois^^d  put  ftn  e^d  to  the  questi,on ;  but  looking  on^  s^t 
what  is  proved  in  the  case  before  ua^  we  are  bound  to  say, 
that  the  eyidepce  shows  almost  co^Gl^sively,  th^t  the 
tranaeiClio^  was  one  of  a^  different  I^ind;  and  it  is  a 
piinciple  i^  eq\^^,  the.t  unless  the  case  ie  &ee  frem  di$- 
culty  and  doubt,  specific  performance  should  not  he 
decreed,  but  the  parties  should  be  left  to  such  remedies 
1^  the  law  wiU  give  themi. 

We  b^ve  thoi^ht  of  the  propriety  of  dierctij^  an  issue 
ii^  order  to  tal^e  the  opinion  of  i|>  jury  upon  the  question 
of  pqment,  but  it  is  in  so  great  a  measure  a  ^iiastio^  cff 
kw,  ^sing  \fsm>  the  eonduct  and  statements  ef  parties 
OTidencedby  writing,  eud  not  capable,  for  any  thing  tjt^t^t 
is  suggested,  of  havi&|(  addition^}  light  thrown  upon  it 
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bjr  ftirA^f  proofs  in  tlie  poWef  of  either  party,  that  Wd    iMS. 
ahotild  biitftlfctd  about  the  propriety  of  dlich  a  cottrsi^,  rince  ^"^^ 
it  could  not  be  satiflfactoty  to  adopt  the  conbluslon  of  A    ^^ 
jutj  ftt  tafiaince  with  the  written  dtiiteibetitft,  which,  so 
fiil*  tts  they  go,  should  be  their  guide  as  well  as  ours. 
And  th^te  is  brides  the  fftct  Well  known  td  otfrseW^ft^ 
well  ni  to  the  pat tiei^,  that  the  opinion  of  a  jttry  has 
ah^ttdy  teere  thtin  once  been  given  upM  the  iW^  ([ki^ 
tioB  upon  which  the  (Md  iiow  ftifns,  naihely,  Whelb^f 
M^  Bethune  feceit^d  fid  ^ohey  lis  th^  ag<iht  6f  B^ii 
at  bi  Bti>wn  f 

It  was  noticed,  indeed,  upon  the  argument  of  this 
appeal,  that  in  consequence  xA  the  discussioild  t6  which 
the  verdicts  alluded  to  have  given  rise  in  the  Court  of  • 
King's  Bench,  the  case  does  not  come  as  a  new  one 
before  us,  when  we  are  called  upon  to  review  the  decision 
of  his  honour  the  Vice-Ghancellor.  We  wish  it  had  been 
otherwise,  for  it  id  very  natural  that  one  of  the  pt^i^s  JndtaMt 
shbuld  c6nsider  it  a  disadvantage.  The  circuindtance, 
however,  which  occasions  it,  is  one  oveif  wtiich  We  have 
no  control.  When  the  legislature  thought  fit  to  make 
the  common  law  judges  members  of  a  court  for  hearing 
appeal  cases  which  had  been  decided  in  Chancery,  they 
made  it  their  duty  to  pronounce  the  best  judgment  they 
can  form  upon  whatever  cases  the  parties  may  bring 
before  them. 

The  changes  in  the  political  arrangements  of  tlie  gov- 
ersaieni,  wbiob  have  sinde  removed  to  a  gfest  distatfce 
almost  all  those  membera  of  the  court  of  appeals  with 
whom  it  was  intended  we  should  be  associated,  must  have 
the  effect,  while  things  remain  on  this  foothig,  of  plaeing 
us  now  and  then  in  a  situation  where  we  must  decide 
upon  queirtions  which  in  some  other  shape  have  been 
abeady  before  ml,  and  perhapsr  between  the  dame  parties, 
and  upon  the  dame  /nets.  1/  this  prervious  judicial 
acquaintance  with  a  case  be  a  disadvantage,  the  party 
id  tfhode  favour  his  honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  has 
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1846.  decided,  may  be  at  least  assnredy  that  if  we  oonld  have 
found  ourselves  warranted  by  the  coarse  of  equity  pro- 
ceedings, in  disposing  of  the  case  in  a  manner  more 
favourable  to  her  than  the  common  law  had  seemed  to 
us  to  allow,  we  have  had  every  inclination  to  ^ve  her 
the  full  benefit  of  the  difference.  If  we  have  failed,  as 
is  very  possible,  in  arriving  at  the  correct  conclusion,  it 
is  some  satisfaction  to  reflect  that  there  is  still  a  course 
open,  though  unfortunately  an  expensive  one,  for  obtain- 
ing in  a  higher  court  the  judgment  of  minds  far  more 
experienced,  and  not  possessed  with  any  previous  opinions 
upon  the  facts  to  be  submitted  to  them. 

ivdgttiBt      The  result  of  our  judgment  is,  that  the  decree  is 
reversed,  and  the  bill  dismissed  with  costs. 


{B^are  the  Em.  the  Chief  Justieey  the  Han.  J.  B. 
Maeaulajfj  Ex.  (7.,  the  Han.  H.  J.BauUan,  Ex.  C.y  and 
the  Han  Mr.  Justice  McLean.'] 

Oh  am  Afpial  rxox  a  Bboui  or  His  Honour  thk  Vioi-Gkakcsuor 
or  Uppib  Gaxada. 


Simpson  v.  Smyth. 

lib.  IS  a  27,  The  Court  of  Chuicoiy,  under  the  11th  Bectlon  of  the  Cbanoerj  Act, 
U«7.  may  under  oertain  oiroumstanoes  refuse  redemption,  notwithstand- 

ing twenty  years  hate  not  elapsed  sinoe  the  mortgagor  went  out  of 
possession. 

After  the  decision  as  reported  ante  page  1,  the  cause 

was  again  brought  on  for  argument. 

Mr.  Blake  appeared  as  counsel  for  the  appellants. 

Mr.  Esten  ioT  the  respondents;  their  arguments 
being  confined  to  the  construction  to  be  placed  upon  the 
eleventh  section  of  the  Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  lY.,  ch.  2. 

BOBIHSOK,  C.  J.— I  retain  in  this  case  the  opinion 
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wfaiok  I  expressed  after  the  last  argument.  I  still  have  184A. 
no  doubt  that  the  legislature  did  intend  by  the  eleyenth 
clause  of  the  Chancery  Act,  to  give  to  the  court 
which  they  were  about  creating  an  imlimited  authority 
to  grant  or  withhold  redemption  of  a  mortgage,  as  well 
as  authori^  to  impose  particular  conditions  for  the  benefit 
of  the  mortgagee,  in  regard  to  compensation  for  improve- 
ments, when  they  should  allow  redemption ;  this  discre- 
tionary authority  to  depart  from  the  rules  of  equity  in 
England  bemg  limited,  however,  to  those  cases  in  which 
the  estate  of  the  mortgagee  had  become  absolute  before 
the  passing  of  the  act,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the 
mortgagor  to  perform  the  conditions.  I  think  also,  that 
it  is  by  no  means  unreasonable  to  suppose  (but  quite 
otherwise)  that  the  legislature  would  think  it  proper 
after  the  most  mature  deliberation  to  grant  this  exten- 
sive discretion  to  the  new  court. 

They  were  about  suddenly  to  create  an  equitable  juris-  judgsMt. 
diction  in  a  country  in  which  the  law  of  England,  uncon- 
trolled by  and  unmixed  with  equity,  had  been  adminis- 
tered for  nearly  fifty  years;  and  where  mortgages  had 
been  freely  given  and  taken  throughout  all  that  period, 
both  parties  being  left,  in  such  cases,  as  in  all  others,  to 
the  legal  consequences  of  their  contracts.  It  might  have 
been  an  opinion  among  lawyers,  looking  speculatively  at 
the  subject,  that  there  was  an  equity  of  redemption 
nevertheless  slumbering,  though  the  mortgagor,  as  the 
law  stood,  had  no  means  of  enforcing  it,  and  the  mort- 
gagee no  means  of  guarding  against  it  by  foreclosing. 

The  legislature,  when  they  were  about  creating  a  court 
of  equity  in  1837,  if  they  desired  that  it  should  have  the 
power  of  granting  relief  in  respect  to  past  transactions 
no  longer  open,  and  when  nothing  remained  to  be  exe- 
cuted on  either  side,  must  have  been  sensible  that  by 
thus  throwing  anew  ingredient  into  such  contracts,  they 
were  creating  a  state  of  things  very  much  out  of  the 
ordinary  course. 
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1846.  GRK^y  eoold  not  ooll60iivelyfd^ed«6y  udit^  I  thhik^  cotM 
the  most  experienced  mind  among  them  hare  foreseen, 
the  questions  and  difficnltiee  that  titkight  present  them- 
selves, if  the  proposed  ootirt  of  equity  were  to  have 
power  to  deal  with  such  oa^es  as  I  have  described,  and 
were  expected  to  appl  j  to  them  the  mlM  and  prini^ples 
of  English  conrta.of  equity,  without  making  allowance 
for  such  a  state  of  things  as  does  not  exist  in  Snglatd ; 
bnt  I  think  it  might  be  expected  to  occur  t6  the  leadt 
experienced  mind  in  the  legislature,  upon  slight  rede<s 
tion,  that  the  court  would  soon  be  urged  to  allow 
redemption,  in  cases  when  in  England  redemption  would 
be  out  of  the  question  on  account  of  the  lapse  of  time ; 
and  that  it  woxdd  on  the  other  hand  be  not  unfirequently 
perhaps  pressed  to  refuse  redemption  where  in  Engtaud 
it  would  undoubtedly  be  allowed,  the  respective  partii^ 
resting  their  claims  on  the  peculiar  equitable  constdem- 
tions  arismg  from  the  circumstance  that  there  had  hith- 
jtt<«meat  erto  been  no  court  of  equity,  'the  mortgagbr  mi{^t 
say,  **  I  Come  Tate  it  is  true,  but  it  i^  only  because  there 
was  no  such  remedy  to' be  had  before/'  the  mortgagee 
might  say,  "  I  claim  to  hold  my  estate  absolutely,  though 
I  have  not  been  twenty  yean?  in  possession,  b^eeause 
having  no  means  for  foreclosing,  and  having  w&lted  for 
years  for  my  debt,  relying  on  an  unprodoetive  security, 
I  was  obliged,  as  the  mortgagor  well  knew,  to  ftVail 
myself  of  my  legal  rights,  and  to  act  as  if  t  were  in  that 
situation,  which  I  unquestionably  would  hare  beeft  In,  if 
I  had  had  a  com-t  open  in  which  I  could  have  preeeeded 
to  foreclose/' 

I  need  not  hesitate  to  say,  that  there  might  well  ^rise 
cases  in  which  the  mortgagee  would  have  justice  in  his 
favour  in  objecting  to  redemption  being  granted,  even 
though  there  had  been  no  bar  from  mere  lapse  of  tiifte, 
and  though  there  might  be  no  other  ground  on  whidh 
'  redemption  could  be  refused  under  the  authority  of  any 
adjudged  c&se  in  England;  for  in  the  very  case  before 
us  a  majority  of  this  court  have  expressed  the  oj^inii^ii 
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Urtt  i%  Wftrtd  V*  rwwmaWe  wd  just  to  rffiise  r«dmp-   » WS- 
Mon,  if  tlud  eavvt  Iifkd  tjie  pow^r  tp  do  90.    And  I  ^d  '^J^T 
Miily  puppoie  oasep  in  yhioh  the  grouads  in  favour  of  V^. 
itif(,ipoi*tg8gQ0  migbt  be  even  stronger. 

It  might  hare  oconrred  to  ik^  legid«tare,  and  pottibly 
it  did,  that  new  oases  have  in  very  manyjnstanoes 
given  rise  to  new  prooedents;  that  it  is  the  essential 
attribnte  of  oonrts  of  equity  never  to  be  eompelled  to 
de  i^Jnstiee ;  and  that  whenever  they  find  they  eannot 
interpose  without  inflicting  wrong,  they  will  leave 
parties  to  abide  by  the  eonseqnenees  of  their  legal 
rights.  And  they  may  not  have  taken  it  for  granted, 
that  if  they  should  make  no  speeial  provision  on  the 
snbie^t,  the  new  oourt  of  equity  would  not  have  an 
inherent  disoretion  and  authority  to  depart  from^nglish 
ndes  in  snob  eases,  whenever  they  should  see  oleariy 
that  their  appUoation  must  produce  injustice,  on  account 
of  past  oireumstanoea,  and  a  state  of  things  peculiar  to  j^OfiifBt. 
this  country,  and  which  could  not  have  received  consid- 
eration in  English  courts  of  equity.  If,  in  truth,  they 
had  entertained  that  impression,  either  certainly,  or  with 
Sftpe  degree  of  doubt,  yet  they  could  not  be  sure  that 
the  judge  who  should  preside  in  the  court  would  feel  his 
ground  clear  in  that  respect,  and  they  might  be  well 
siitiaSed,  that  if  he  should  assume  a  disoretion  to  create 
new  principles  of  action  in  bis  court,  his  right  to  do  so 
would  be  strenuously  contested.  They  might,  therefore, 
naturally  foel  that  it  would  be  more  considerate  towards 
t)^  propoaed  new  court,  and  to  those  who  were  to  be 
KUgatita  in  it,  if  they  should  make  it  elear  in  their 
statute,  that  they  intended  ta  invest  the  equitable  tribu- 
nal with  full  power  to  do  complete  justice  in  the  cases 
altoded  to,  unfettered  by  the  English  practioe,  estab- 
lished as  that  had  been  under  widely  different  ciroam- 
staiQfS. 

(t  Height  be  obi^gtsd  by  sonie,  tb%t  this  would  bo  oeft- 
fairing  a  d«49erous  power  and  anthwity  to  act  wiAout 
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1846.  settled  principles ;  bat  others  might  think  that  evil  less 
with  the  security  of  a  double  appeal,  than  the  evil  of 
leaving  the  court  under  the  certain  necessity  of  doing 
injustice,  from  the  want  of  power  to  do  what  they  might 
see  and  know  to  be  right ;  from  an  inability,  in  short, 
to  meet  an  unusual  exigency. 

All  that  we  need  know  is,  that  the  legislature  did 
resolve  to  express  in  the  statute  the  manner  in  which 
they  expected  and  intended  the  new  court  to  act,  in  this 
particular  department  of  its  jurisdiction;  and  to  this 
end  they  framed  the  clause  now  in  question. 

They  recite  in  it,  that  the  absence,  up  to  that  time,  of 
any  court  capable  of  decreeing  a  foreclosure,  might,  in 
regard  to  past  transactions,  have  given  rise  to  circum- 
stances affording  ground  for  peculiar  equitable  consider- 
tions ;  and  which  would,  under  the  rigid  application  of 
Jodgment.  English  rules,  be  productive  of  injustice  to  one  party  or 
the  other. 

Now,  as  the  legislature  thus  plainly  admitted,  what 
any  one  conversant  with  the  subject  could  not  fail  to  see, 
that  there  might  be  equitable  reasons  for  departing  on 
either  side  from  the  English  practice  in  the  matter  of 
mortgages,  it  would  have  been  a  very  one-sided  equity 
on  their  part,  if  they  had,  after  all,  resolved  to  leave  the 
court  at  liberty  to  do  complete  justice  to  one  of  the 
parties,  according  to  whatever  might  be  its  sense  of 
justice,  and  yet  to  confine  it  within  such  limits  in  regard 
to  the  other  party,  as  might  disable  it  from  doing  justice 
to  him  according  to  the  same  full  measure. 

It  is  plain,  I  think,  that  the  legislature  ought  to  have 
had  no  such  intention ;  that  if  they  resolved  on  the  one 
side  to  give  to  the  mortgagor  the  privilege  of  going  after 
the  twenty  years  and  asking  for  redemption,  they 
should,  on  the  other  side,  under  the  influence  of  the  same 
sense  of  justice,  hold  him  subject  to  the  equity  of  having 
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redemptidti  wrthbeM  from  him,  though  be  might  itto  for  1946. 
it  within  the  period  generaJly  allowed  for  it  in  England,  '-^^''^ 
provided  the  &ct8  which  had  oectirred  dnring  the  time 
when  no  eomrt  of  eqnity  was  open  should  lead  to  that 
as  the  most  jnsf  result.  If  they  had  albwed  a  clear 
equity,  created  hy  our  past  peculiar  state  of  the  law,  to 
operate  in  fSfttour  of  the  mortgagor,  by  enlarging  his 
right  of  redemption,  they  would  have  acted  unreasonably 
hi  not  aRowing  as  clear  an  equity  to  operate  againt^  hiiEh 
in  abridging  his  right.  In  the  latter  ease,  it  would  not 
be  putting  the  matter  correctly  to  say  (as  was  suggested 
in  the  argument)  that  they  would  thus  by  legislation  be 
depriving  the  mortgagor  of  his  estate;  they  would  only 
be  authorising  the  court,  when  they  saw  that  to  be  just,  to 
forbear  giving  Mb  ttftate  hack  to  himy  after  he  had  lost  it 
by  his  own  wilful  or  negligent  default,  and  when  they 
should  see  plainly  that  by  reason  of  some  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances, it  could  not  be  restored  without  d^lng  an 
injury  to  otheM  far  greater  in  amount  than  any  b6Mfifr 
which  he  was  finrly  entitled  to  claim. 

I  do  not  feet  Uie  slightest  doubt,  tiiat  the  legislature 
did  intend  thus  to  make  the  Chancellor  the  equal  di»' 
tributor  of  justice  between  both  parties. 

Then,  have  they  failed  (as  it  is  argued  they  have)  in 
giving  effect  to  this  just  intention  ?  To  determine  the 
point  we  have  to  examine  the  eleventh  clause,  and  indeed 
the  whok  act,  if  there  be  any  other  part  6f  it  which  can 
help  us  to  see  what  was  intended.  And  after  all  that 
has  been  said,  when  I  look  again  at  the  recital  by  which 
the  enaotment  in  the  eleventh  clause  is  prefaced,  and  at 
the  enactment  itself,  I  must  say  that  I  feel  the  full  force 
of  themaxim  referred  to  by  the  court,  in  Jeffrey' %  case,  (a) 
^^ftnffinft  vera  nan  sunt  probanda;*'  and  I  feel  also 
the  foree  of  the  commentary  upon  that  maxim,  because 
(as  the  court  says)  '^he  who  endeavours  to  prove  thcBL^ 
ob9curi9  them.'' 

(if)  6  Co.  6t! 

23  VOL.  I. 
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1846.  It  is,  however,  I  most  admits  a  common  case/  that 
*  where  we  feel  ourselves  no  degree  of  doubt  upon  any 
point  that  has  been  started,  we  can  hardly  prevail  upon 
ourselves  to  examine  with  due  attention  the  reasonings 
by  which  our  conclusions  may  be  opposed.  I  would 
very  much  desire  to  avoid  any  such  impatience  in  the 
present  case,  because  the  question  that  is  raised  is  really 
an  important  one,  and  may  apply  in  some  shape  in  a 
great  number  of  cases.*  StiU  I  must  confess  myself  unable 
to  reason  clearly  upon  the  grounds  of  doubt,  because  I 
really  have  failed  to  apprehend  them,  and  to  discover  in 
what  part  of  the  clause  a  question  can  find  entrance. 

It  was  ingeniously  endeavoured,  on  the  last  arguments, 
to  raise  doubts  upon  the  construction,  by  dividing  the 
clause  into  two  branches,  as  it  were,  and  showing  how 
its  language  could  or  could  not  be  made  to  support 
separately  two  modes  of  application,  one  applying  directly 
;.  to  the  mortgagee  only,  and  the  other  to  the  mortgagor. 
This  method  may  be  effectual  in  this  case,  as  in  many 
others,  for  creating  a  difficulty ;  but  if,  when  we  read 
the  whole  clause  together,  any  apparent  difficulty  is 
removed,  then  the  ingenuity  of  raising  a  doubt  by  read- 
ing it  separately,  must  appear  to  have  been  exerted  in 
vain.  For  effecting  some  useful  purpose,  a  material  sub- 
stance may  be  required  to  be  framed  in  a  certain  shape, 
and  if,  when  that  is  done,  the  desired  result  is  obtained,  it 
is  no  argument  against  the  efficiency  of  the  instrument 
that  it  cannot  be  separated  into  two  parts,  each  of  which 
shall  be  capable  of  standing  alone  and  of  accomplishing 
one  half  of  what  is  expected  from  the  whole.  It  is  suffi- 
cient if  when  taken  and  used  together  it  answers  the 
intended  purpose.  When  we  see  a  mill,  for  instance, 
complete  in  all  its  parts,  we  have  no  doubt  what  purpose 
it  is  intended  to  accomplish  and  is  capable  of  accomplish- 
ing as  a  whole ;  and  we  could  not  allow  ourselves  to  be  in 
doubt  on  either  point,  because  it  might  be  demonstrated 
to  us  that  it  could  not  be  so  divided  into  two  parts,  as 
that  each  should  be  capable  of  doing  the  work  or  part  of 
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the  vork  of  the  whole.  So  it  is  of  the  effect  to  be  derived  1846. 
from  written  language ;  whether  it  be  a  will,  a  deed,  or 
an  act  of  parliament  we  have  to  oonstme,  onr  obyions 
oonrse  is  to  take  it  as  it  stands,  and  looking  at  it  as  a 
whole,  to  satisfy  onrselves  of  its  meaning ;  and  when  we 
have  discovered  this,  we  are  boond  to  give  to  it  its  dne 
effect. 

Now,  when  the  the  legislature  has  thought  fit  to  declare 
in  express  words  that  *'the  Vice-chancellor  shall  have 
power  and^  anthority  in  all  cases,  of  mortgage,  when 
before  the  passing  of  this  act  the  estate  has  become 
absolnte  in  law  by  failure  in  performing  the  condition, 
to  make  such  order  and  decree  tn  respect  to  foreeloeure 
CT  redemption^  and  with  regard  to  compensation  for  im- 
provements, as  may  appear  to  him  just  and  reasonable ; 
they  seem  to  me,  by  those  words  alone,  to  relieve  the 
court  from  any  necessity  of  doing  injustice  to  the  one 
party  or  the  other,  by  a  servile  adherence  to  English 
decisions  made  under  different  circumstances ;  but  still 
more  when  they  have  not  stopped  there,  but  have  proceeded 
to  give  authority  to  the  court  ^^  to  make  such  order  and 
decree  generally  with  respect  to  the  rights  and  claims 
of  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  and  their  respective 
heirs,  ftc,  as  may  appear  just  and  reasonable  under  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,"  I  cannot  understand  how 
a  doubt  can  be  entertained  that  the  court  has  a  perfect 
control  over  the  whole  subject,  and  may  deal  with  the 
right  of  redemption  in  all  such  cases  as  they  may  think 
just. 

It  has  been  urged,  that  when  the  legislature  in  the 
preamble  speak  of  the  ^^  right  to  redeem^*  they  admit  it 
to  be  a  right,  and  that  it  is  inconsistent  with  such  admis- 
sion to  suppose  that  they  intended  that  the  court  might 
refuse  to  allow  that,  which  they  have  acknowledged  in 
terms  to  he  a  right;  that  they  can  therefore  only  be  sup- 
posed to  have  meant,  that  although  the  right  to  redeem 
muMt  be  conceded  here  wherever  it  would  be  conceded  in 
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ISiB.   JSoglaQd ;  yet  tbat  the  ciise  may  he  treated  otlMHrvise 
^^^p^"*^  than  accovdiag  to  English  practice,  90  far  a$  regaf4s 

^-  ea2»j9^ta£»(m/4>r  improveminU;  but  I  think  such  a  can- 
Btructioais  founded  on  this  error|that  it  takes  the  aUneien 
to  ^'  die  right  to  redeem  "  ae  connected  with  eaqh  par- 
ticular case  that  may  be  pending  here  in  our  court,  «ad 
as  involving  an  admission  a  priori  of  the  right  to  redeem 
in  such  particular  case ;  whereas  I  take  the  reasonable 
understanding  of  the  words  to  be,  that  the  legislature 
was  merely  then  alluding  to  the  ^^  right  to  redeem  "  as  a 
general  principle  of  equity  known  to  that  system  of 
equity  which  they  were  about  to  introduce,  and  wlueh 
^*  right  to  redeem,"  speaking  of  it  merely  as  an  abstract 
right  in  cases  of  mortgage  under  the  law  c^  ^gland, 
might,  as  the  legislature  declares,  upon  a  strict  amplica- 
tion of  the  rules  established  in  !E!ngland,  be  attended 
with  injustice,  if  epforced  in  all  cases  within  twenty 
years ;  on  which  account  they  resolved,  that  in  this  country 

jiidsnMit.  (^  ^^  ^^^y  ^  respects  mortgages  under  which  the  estate 
had  become  absolute  before  the  c<Htrt  was  created)  the 
right  ta  redeem  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  compensatL^n 
to  be  granted  for  imprevements  on  the  other,  in  case 
redemption  shoiild  be  allowed,  should  be  left  to  depend 
upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  and  might  be 
granted  or  withheld  as  the  court  should  think  just  and 
reasouable.  I  can  put  no  other  construction  on  the 
clause ;  the  enacting  part  of  it  is  certainly  so  plain  eud 
comprehensive,  that  if  it  stood  alone  it  would  not  be  pes- 
sible  to  raise  a  doubt  upon  it ;  and  as  to  the  preamble, 
the  legislature,  having  naturally  referred  to  the  circum- 
stance, that  up  to  that  time  mortgagees  had  had  no 
means  of  foreclosing,  as  affording  ground  for  eqiiitable 
cottsiderations  in  their  favour,  to  be  urged  against  what 
otherwise  might  have  been  advaneed  ae  a  plain  right  of 
the  mortgagor,  admit,  that  '^  in  consequence  of  the  want 
of  these  remedies  the  rigkU  of  the  parties  may  be  foimd 
to  be  attended  with  peculiar  equitable  considerations  as 
well  in  regard  to  compensation  for  improvements,  as  in 
respect  to  the  right  to  redeem,"    Now,  if  to  the  last  word 
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''ied«e«''ib0ir<iid8''«t«ff"  bad  been  added,  tbere  1846. 
eedd  aee«i  to  be  no  escape  from  the  conelwiea  that  they 
meant  the  eoiurt  to  ha¥e  a  eontrd  over  th^  riglU  to 
rtdmm^  as  well  as  over  the  oooditions  apon  whieh  redemp- 
tion shoold  be  graated ;  and  yet  to  my  mind,  the  only 
real  eieet  of  oondiidiog  with  Aose  two  words,  would  be 
to  give  an  inolegaiit  redandancy  in  a  seatenooy  the  mean- 
ing ai  which  was  as  plain  without  them. 

I  do  not  see  that  the  48rd  daose  of  the  provincial 
statute  4  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  1,  can  interfere  in  the  slightest 
degree  with  the  question,  what  power  is  given  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery  by  the  11th  clause  of  the  subsequent 
statute? 

The  legislature,  by  the  4  Wm.  lY.,  were  assigning  a 
limitation  to  aetions  concerning  the  realty ;  and  their 
attention  being  drawn,  while  following  the  late  English 
acts,  to  the  subject  of  mortgages,  they  even  then  per-  judgmMit. 
cttved  on  this  incidental  view  of  the  matter,  that  it  would 
be  necessary  to  recognise  peouli»r  equities  in  this  country 
as  arising  from  the  yet  unsupplied  want  of  an  equity 
jurisdiction ;  and  they  took  care  not  to  do  mischief  by 
making  twenty  years  necessarily  a  bar,  until  the  mort- 
{^or  had  a  reasonable  chance  of  compelling  what  a  harsh 
creditor  might  have  unreasonably  refused  to  him.  But 
the  provision  was  purely  negative ;  theyforebore  to  shut 
the  door. 

The  consequence,  and  only  consequence,  of  what 
was  then  enacted,  is  that  a  mortgagor  might  come  into 
the  court  which  was  afterwards  established,  and  say  that 
though  his  mortgage  was  given  very  long  ago,  yet  that 
the  4  Wm*  IV.  did  not  bar  him  simply  from  the  lapse  of 
twenty  years,  because  the  43rd  clause  had  considerately 
extended  his  time. 

To  this  the  mortgagee  might  truly  have  answered, "  I 
admit  that  the  4  Wm.  IV.  does  not  bar  you,  and  I  freely 
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1646.  admit  also,  that  no  other  act  bars  70a,  merely  beoause 
the  twenty  years  have  run;  for  the  later  act,  under 
which  we  are  now  before  a  competent  tribunal,  has 
authorised  the  Vice-Ohancellor  to  allow  you  to  redeem, 
if  he  finds  it  to  be  just  that  yon  should^  or  to  refioBe  it  if 
he  thinks  it  would  be  unjust,  taking  into  his  considera- 
tion the  conduct  of  parties,  the  changes  in  the  title 
or  condition  of  the  property,  and  M  the  facts  of  the  case, 
without  being  bound  by  the  mere  circumstance  of  lapse 
of  time  to  decide  one  way  or  the  other,"  and  this  I  con- 
sider to  be  the  evident  intention  and  eflfect  of  the  eleventh 
clause  of  the  Chancery  Act. 

Something  was  said  upon  the  last  argument  regarding 
the  order  which  the  court  had  pronounced,  after  the  first 
argument,  with  respect  to  the  costs  of  the  appeal  from 
the  several  orders  of  the  Vice-chancellor,  made  upon  the 
demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  and  upon  the  plea  which 
set  up  the  sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption  under  the 
judgment  against  Smythy  as  a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  redeem.  I  think  the  question  of  costs  must  be  dis- 
posed of  as  we  then  intimated  it  would  be. 

His  Honour  the  Yice-Chancellor  was  of  opinion,  that 
the  plea  was  no  defence.  We  concur  in  that  opinion, 
and' therefore  affirm  his  order  with  costs,  to  be  paid  by 
the  party  appealing  against  it.  This  is  the  usual  course. 
With  respect  to  the  order  of  his  Honour  overruling  the 
demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  we  have  not  made  up  our 
minds  to  the  conclusion  which  his  Honour  came  to,  but 
the  contrary,  and  are  not  prepared  to  affirm  his  judg- 
ment in  that  respect.  We  should  not  have  dismissed 
the  appeal  except  for  the  reason,  that  the  defendants 
had  waived  it  by  submitting  and  putting  in  their  answer. 
Dismissing  it  on  that  ground  only,  it  would  be  contrary 
to  the  practice  of  the  court  to  give  costs;  because  the 
respondents  should  have  urged  that  objection  by  way  of 
petition  against  the  appeal,  and  should  not  have  gone  to 
the  argument  upon  it.  We  acted  on  the  English  rule  in 
this  respect,  in  the  case  of  Orooks  v.  Bhodee. 


JttdgB«iit 
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ICaoaulat,  Hon.  J.  B.  Ex.  C. — So  far  as  respects  1846. 
the  application  to  this  case  of  the  rules  of  decision  which 
goyem  the  Conrt  of  Chancery  in  England,  according  to 
the  proYincial  statute  7  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2,  sec.  6,  my  former 
impressions  remain  unaltered.  I  still  think  it  properly 
depends  upon  the  eleventh  section  of  that  act. 

After  the  last  argument,  I  had  prepared  some  further 
remarks,  not  evincing  any  change  of  opinion  touching 
the  construction  of  this  clause,  and  confining  attention  to 
the  Statute  of  Limitlktions,  4  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  },  sections 
16, 19,  35,  86,  and  48 ;  and  the  Chancery  Act,  7  Wm. 
IV.,  ch.  2,  especially  the  6th  and  11th  sections,  includ- 
ing the  proviso  to  the  4Srd  section  of  the  former  and 
the  preamble  to  the  11th  section  of  the  latter,  and  cqn- 
stming  all  together,  guided  by  the  rules  laid  down  for 
the  judicial  interpretation  of  acts  of  parliament  (a) 

I  could  not  place  upon  the  language  used,  any  other  jadgmtnt 
construction  than  I  felt  it  my  duty  formerly  to  avow. 
But  in  reference  to  what  I  then  said  respecting  my 
answers  to  a  series  of  questions  puf  tome  by  a  committee 
of  the  Legislative  Council,  when  the  Chancery  Act  was 
pending,  I  have  to  explain  that  although  I  formerly 
searched  in  my  library  for  the  printed  journals  of  that 
house,  (of  which  I  possess  a  number,)  I  could  not  find 
those  for  the  year  1887.  I  have  a  copy  of  the  bill  as 
sent  up  from  the  House  of  Assembly,  in  which  the  11th 
section  relates  exclusively  to  compensation  for  improve-' 
ments ;  but  the  questions  of  the  Legislative  Council  were, 
by  desire  of  the  committee,  returned  with  my  answers, 
and  I  had  not  seen  them  since ;  nor  had  I  ever  seen 
the  answers  of  the  other  judges,  that  I  am  aware  of; 
neither  had  I  bestowed  any  particular  attention  upon  the 
eleventh  section  of  the  act  as  passed,  till  this  appeal. 

The  other  day  I  was  induced  to  make  a  renewed 

(a)  Dwarrit  on  SUtotes,  688,  760;  Bs.  Ab.  Stat  I.;  1  Bl.  Com.  59  ; 
1  Sttph.  Com.  71 ;  Mooro's  Legal  liazifflf,  268,  800. 
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1646.  seftToh  for  the  joaraals  of  1887^  in  the  hope  of  fiodmg 
the  qaestioBB  and  answers  printed  therein,  and  am  happy 
to  say  with  snecess.  '  Upon  examining  tliem  at  pages 
186-7  of  the  jotumals,  and  in  the  appendijt  L.,  I  fonnd 
the  amended  olanse,  and  the  ({oestioflSy  togetlier  with  dte 
answers  of  the  jndges  and  orown  oflken^  amd  it  is  MW 
quite  clear  to  me  that,  however  expressed,  it  was 
undoubtedly  the  intention  of  the  l^gisiatnre,  in  i«ibati- 
tntibg  the  present  for  the  former  section,  to  eonfer  upon 
the  oonrt  an  unfettered  diseretion  to  grant  or  vefuse 
redemption  in  all  cases  of  mortgages  become  absMiiate  at 
law  before  the  passing  of  the  act^  tn.,  the  4th  of  Maarefa, 
1887. 

After  peruBing  the  eleventh  section,  as  it  or iginaify 
stood,  together  with  the  questions  and  repliM,  espedaHy 
the  eight  and  ninth,  and  then  turning  to  that  section  as 
amended,  the  intent  of  the  substitution  is,  I  think, 
jQdffiMnt.  appwent.  The  words,  ^* right  to  redeem,'*  in  the  recital 
to  the  amendment,  seem  to  be  used  not  so  much  as 
meaning  the  acknowledged  right  of  redemption,  as  an 
interest  of  the  mortgagor  in  the  estate,  as  I  had  supposed, 
but  rather  the  propriety  of  such  right  being  recognised, 
or  of  the  morl^gor  being  admitted  to  redeem  at  aH  in 
reference  to  the  claims  of  the  mortgagee  to  have 
redemption  denied  or  refiised.  And  the  word  ^^right"  does 
not  correspond  in  meaning  with  the  word  *^  rights*  in 
the  part  of  the  preamble  which  speaks  of  the  rights  of  the 
,  parties  as  compared  with  the  right  to  redeem.  Although 
it  was  formerly  suggested  that  the  term  i^r^ht  to 
redeem''  meant  "permission  to  redeem  at  all,'*  I  could 
not,  nor  can  I  now,  reconcile  such  a  meaning  with  the 
mst  of  the  recital,  the  import  of  the  word  "  rights"  or 
the  seeming  spirit  of  the  clause  on  the  face  of  it.  I 
have  been  so  much  accustomed  to  associate  with  a  right, 
the  idea  of  something  appertaining  or  belonging  to  a 
party  as  his  right,  rather  than  a  questionable  claim  to 
be  allowed  or  rejected  at  discretion,  that  I  had  always 
felt  repelled  from  such  a  qualified  construction  in  the 
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present  instance,  or  from  regarding  it  as  intending  to  1846. 
impart  a  discretion  to  infringe  upon  the  right  to  redeem, 
when  such  right  would  be  acknowledged  to  subsist, 
according  to  the  rules  of  decision  which  govern  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  England.  We  read  of  the  rights 
of  persons,  and  the  rights  of  thiniirs,  (2  Bl.  158-9,)  of 
legal  and  equitable  rights,  ^TomK  L.  Die.  ''iZt^Af,")  of 
the  rights  of  entry  or  of  possession,  and  the  right  to 
redeem*  (Coote  on  mortgages,  ch.  4 ;  Story  Eq.  Jur. 
sees.  1015,  1023 ;  Powell  on  Mortgages,  ch.  10 ;)  that 
redemption  is  not  only  a  right,  but  more  than  a  right. 
Lord  Sale  defines  it  to  be  an  equitable  right  inherent  in 
the  land. — See  also  Casbome  v.  Scarf e^  (a)  Lloyd  y. 
Lander,  {b) 

Different  meanings  are,  no  doubt,  attributable  to  the 
word  ^^ right'*  according  to  the  context;  and  here  it 
appeared  to  me  to  have  been,  used  in  a  technical  sense, 
but  I  can  now  perceive  it  was  meant  to  be  understocd 
as  if  it  had  said,  '*  that  from  the  want  of  an  equitable 
jurisdiction  it  bad  not  been  in  the  power  of  mortgagees 
to  foreclose,  and  in  consequence  of  the  want  of  this 
remedy,  their  rights  might  be  found  to  be  attended  with 
4>eculiar  equitable  considerations,  as  well  in  regard  to 
compensation  for  improvements  as  in  respect  to  the  right 
or  claim  of  mortgagors  to  be  suffered  to  redeem  ;"  or  as 
if  it  had  said,  **not  only  in  regard  to  compensation 
for  improvements,  but  in  respect  to  the  propriety  of 
granting  or  withholding  redemption  ;"  for  the  questions 
of  the  committee  of  the  Legislative  Council  manifest  a 
solicitude  to  favour  or  protect  mortgagees,  not  mortga- 
gors, and  the  amendment  was  seemingly  introduced  and 
adopted  mainly  with  that  view. 

With  respect  to  the  division  of  the  eleventh  section, 
in  my  former  opinion,  it  may  be  proper  for  me  to 
observe,  that  I  still  think  it  not  only  a  legitimate,  but 
the  best  mode  of  getting  clear  views  of  its  provisions 
and  testing  its  meaning,  for  whenever  it  is  to  be  applied 

(tf)  1  Atk.  608.  (b)  6  Mad.  Mt  p.  290. 

Si  VOL.  Z. 
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it  auut  be  fie]>arated  in  the  mind;  and  wxtig^  }^m^fm 
Qoostraed  and  applied  in  any  particular  easf^  It  donubt 
to  be  susceptible  of  a  reading  oonsiateDt  with  i^telf  aA4 
o(mfQrmable  to  sach  construction  and  applicatii»n ;  aod 
I  must  still  confess  that  I  cannot  perceive  that  the 
preamble  consistently  and  naturally  admits  of  any  other 
readily  tiian  I  haTC  given  it. 

It  of  course  may  yet  remain  a  question,  whether  the 
eleventh  section  be  capable  of  a  construction  in  accordance 
with  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  as  manifested  by  the 
journals ;  and  X  am  not  prepared  to  say  the  general 
terms  of  the  enacting  part  cannot  receive  such  a 
construction,  notwithstanding  it  may  be  felt  to  be  a 
forced  one,  and  very  much  at  variance  with  the  impres- 
sion which  the  recital  and  the  apparent  soope  and 
purpose  are  calculated  to  produce,  and  did  produoe  on 
my  mind. 

j«4ia»&t  However,  without  longer  regard  to  strict  reading  or 
interpretation,  I  am  now  satisfied  that  the  cUose  was 
intended  to  afford  a  more  comprehensive  discretion  than 
I  had  been  able  to  persuade  myself,  irrespective  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  legislature  during  the  passage  of  the 
bill ;  and  consequently,  so  far  as  at  liberty  to  notice 
and  elicit  therefrom  an  explanation  of  the  grounds, 
inducements  to,  and  objects  of,  the  section  in  question, 
I  can  have  no  further  difficulty  in  acquiescing  in  the 
views  entertained  by  the  rest  of  the  court;  and  admit- 
ting the  authority  to  exercise  a  discretion  sufficiently 
wide,  I  formerly  intimated  my  readinesS)  under  all  the 
circumstances,  to  concur  in  revei^iDg  the  decree. 

^  BouLTON,  Hon.  H.  J.,  Ex.  C. — This  being  an  appeal 

from  a  court  of  equity,  whereby  the  evidence  as  well  as 
the  equity  arising  thereon  is  submitted  to  our  considera- 
tion, I  think  it  most  convenient  in  the  first  place  to 
determine  what  facts  material  to  the  decision  of  the 
case  are  made  out  in  the  evidence,  and  then  to  apply 
myself  to  dte  equities  alleged  on  eitiiter  -side  to  arise 
thereupon. 


1810,  De<MuiW  8.  At  this  time  I  find  that  Thomas  1846. 
Shnftk  tenig  seized  in  fee,  hy  indentare  of  bargain  and 
ttb,  in  considerttlton  of  the  sum  of  j6238  lid.  3d.,  con- 
ferred tiMf  piembes  in  (ptestion  to  JohjA  SewdU  in  fee, 
ed^eot  to  a  prorieo  fnr  redemplioa  tiMnreof,  o&  payment 
of  tife  said  sms  of  £StS8  lie.  8d.,  inth  intersst,  on  the 
3rd  Angnst,  1811.  That  the  premises  consisted  of  four 
hundred  acres  of  mid  and  uicnltivated  land,  on  the  river 
Rideauy  in  the  township  of  Elmsley,  and  district  of 
Johastoiniy  affording  a  site  on  the  bank  of  the  river  for 
die  .ereetion  of  mills  to  be  tomed  by  water  power  of  vast 
ettent ;  bat  at  the  same  time  remote  from  any  settle- 
me&ty  without  roads,  and  without  any  trade,  commerce, 
or  other  appliances  of  ciyilization  to  enhance  their 
value. 

,  Under  ail  the  eiremnstances  set  forth  in  the  evidence, 
(emlnmve  of  my  own  personal  acquaintance  with  the 
stale  ef  the  oovntry  at  the  tisae,)  the  paucity  of  inhabi- 
taals,  the  soareeness  of  money,  and  the  consequent 
absence  of  almost  any  demand  for  landed  property  so 
situate,  which,  when  deciding  on  facts  arising  upon  the 
evidence,  I  cannot  exclude  from  my  mind,  I  am  of 
ophiiea  that  the  consideration  expressed  in  the  deed 
cewld  not  have  been  regarded  at  the  time  as  manifestly 
inade(|Mte  to  die  cash  value  of  the  property ;  and  one 
of  Ae  best  proofs  that  my  opinion  of  the  Aen  estima- 
tlra  ef  its  valM  l^^  those  who  had  ample  means  of 
judging  is  correct,  is  shewn  by  the  fact,  that  during  the 
enettiug  foufteen  or  fifteen  years,  the  grantor,  Thomas 
Smjfthf  was  unable,  even  by  appealing  to  the  generosity 
attd  kindly  feeling  of  friends,  to  obtain  any  advance 
upon  Aat  amomit  and  die  interest  thereon. 

1819,  July.  In  Trini^  term,  the  grantee,  Jsnph 
AMWffi)  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  Court  ef  King's 
Beneb,  fet  ^07  Ss.  6d.,  being  the  amount  of  the  mort- 
gage money  and  interest,  and  £18  18s.  costs ;  none  of 
which  had  been  paid. 
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1846.  1825,  August  8.  By  deed-poll  of  this  date,  the  said 
Joseph  Setoall  conveyed  absolutely,  in  conuderation  of 
the  nominal  snm  of  £5,  all  the  said  premises  to  Oharle$ 
Jones  in  fee,  and  all  his  right  to  the  money  secured  by 
the  said  indenture  of  mortgage ;  the  said  Charles  Jones 
at  the  time  being  SewaWs  agent,  and  thereby  becoming 
in  fact  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  Sewattj  who  lived  in 
the  United  States  of  America. 

182c5.  August  27.  The  premises  were  put  up  to  sale 
at  public  auction  under  a  fieri  facias,  sued  out  upon  the 
said  judgment  against  the  said  Thomae  Smyth,  as  stiU 
being  regarded  as  the  lands  of  Smyth,  and  the  same 
were  knocked  down  to  Charles  Jones,  who  was  the 
Highest  bider,  at  the  sum  of  £105 ;  and  the  sheriff  of 
the  district  of  Johnstown,  where  the  lands  are  situate, 
executed  a  deed-poll  in  the  usual  form,  conveying  to  Mr. 
Jones,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  as  far  as  he  lawfully  might, 
all  the  said  lands  and  premises  seised  under  the  said 
execution,  and  all  the  right  and  title  of  him,  the  said 
sheriff,  thereto. 

Upon  this  sale  taking  place,  Smyth  removed  the 
mill-irons  of  a  small  saw-mill  he  had  erected  some  years 
before,  and  whatever  else  he  had  on  the  premises  capable 
of  being  removed,  and  of  which  he  could  make  any 
beneficial  use;  and  the  property  was  allowed  to  pass 
into  the  hands  of  Mr.  Jones,  who  continued  in  possession 
until  the  80th  of  July,  1827,  when  he,  by  deed-poll,  in 
consideration  of  a  sum  of  £600,  not  materially  variant 
from  the  amount  of  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  due 
on  the  judgment,  granted,  bargained,  sold,  aliened, 
transferred,  conveyed,  aad  confirmed,  remised,  released, 
and  for  ever  quitted  claim  to  Truman  Hieoeh  and  James 
Simpson,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  as  tenants  in 
common,  two-thirds  to  Hieock  and  one-third  to  Simpson, 
of  all  the  estate,  &c.,  of  the  said  Charles  Jones,  either 
at  law  or  in  equity,  of  him  the  said  Charles  Jones,  of, 
in,  or  to  the  premises  in  question. 
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182T.  The  sot,  under  the  aQthority  whereof  the   1846. 
Bideaa  Canal  has  been  constracted,  was  passed  in  the 
early  part  of  this  year,  and  the  canal  was  in  progress 
long  before  the  oonveyance  next  in  order  was  executed, 
which  was  in 

1881,  January  21.  By  indenture  of  this  date,  between 
the  said  Truman  Hieoeh  of  the  one  part,  and  JamtB 
Simpmm  of  the  other  part,  the  said  Truman  ffieoek^  in 
consideration  of  £500,  did  grant,  &c.,  all  his  estate,  &o., 
either  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  the  undivided  one-sixth 
part  of  the  said  lands,  in  addition  to  the  one*third 
conveyed  to  him  by  the  former  deed,  confirming  him  in 
the  one-half  of  the  entire  property. 

1881,  April  11.   By  deed-poll,  the  said  Truman 
Mieoeky  in  consideration  of  £1000,  conveyed  all  his 
right,  &c.,  at  law  and  in  equity,  to  a  further  one-sixth 
of  the  said  premises,  to  the  ^said  J.  Simpson  and  his  ji,4gm«Bt 
heirs. 

1881,  May.  By  deed-poll  of  this  date,  the  said 
TVuman.  Hieoekf  in  consideration  of  £1000,  conveyed 
all  his  right,  &c.,  to  the  said  property,  either  at  law  or 
in  equi;y,  to  Abel  B.  Wardy  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for 
ever. 

1882,  February  21.  By  indenture  of  this  date, 
between  the  said  James  Simpson  and  Abel  B.  Ward  of 
the  one  part,  and  William  Simpson  of  the  other  part, 
it  is  witnessed  that  the  said  James  Simpson  and  Abel 
JS.  Wardy  in  consideration  of  £5000,  granted  all  their 
estate,  &c.,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  the  said 
William  Simpson^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever. 

The  property  having  been  laid  out  intd  villiage  lots, 
^nd  otherwise  sub-divided,  parts  thereof  have  been 
transferred  to  divers  persons  at  various  prices,  and  at 
the  period  when  the  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  to 
redeem,  in  the  year 
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1846;  A  oonsid^ntble  village  had  exMncM  its^  over 
^rts  of  It;  itiiU$,  shopt,  and  othei'  egtHf^UsKm^iiM  hut 
hnmess  had  been  ei'eetod,  and  the  property  lai$  bedotoie 
of  very  great  vahre  and  of  yart  impottatiesei.  T^  eiM 
cause  for  the  great  advance  in  the  value  of  this  ftop^tf^ 
was,  in  my  judgment,  the  construction  of  the  Rideau 
OanaT,  tfa^  mer  Ridesti  at  this  portiom  df  it  fifrmbg 
part  of  that  great  national  work.  If  (be  eanal  had 
never  been  enterprrsed,  the  property,  ftottk  the  vfrerMie 
of  population,  and  general  iniproVemenl  of  fltit  eeifMilirf , 
would  by  ihttt  time  have  probaUy  become  a  pta^e  ef 
some  importance  as  a  vtSB  site,  and  otheridse  eonvenieiit 
fot  getferal  busitiess,  but  bearing  no  comparison  wiffi  tte 
enhanced  value  occasioned  hf  the  eottstruc^tt  of  the 
Rideau  Canal.  The  minor  facts  of  the  case,  which  have 
been  stated  by  othet  members  of  the  court  upon  a 
former  occasion,  I  have  nol  thotrght  it  aecesssry  te 
recapitulate ;  t>ut  I  have  thought  fit  to  set  forth  fte 
principal  and  leading  features  whereon  I  found  the 
judgment  at  which  I  have  arrived,  upon  the  main  and 
indeed  only  important  question  which  occasioned  a 
division  in  this  court  at  a  former  sittinfg,  Vi^.,  wheflier 
th6  Court  of  Chancery  in  Upper  Canada  be  bound  te 
decree  qua^  strietojuH  as  of  right,  redettiptiofi  6f  ibis 
mortgage  upoii  the  facts  disclosed  and  found  b^  fhe 
court  to  exist  in  this  case. 

The  minor  questions  I  shall  shortty  dispoite  of  first, 
theti  ttpply  myself  to  the  substantial  tad  all  itb^ortatif 
point  of  the  cade. 

1  never  entertained  a  doubt,  since  I  began  to  pTaetise 
at  the  bar,  of  the  utter  inefficiency  of  a  sale  by  eiteotttidi 
founded  on  a  judgment  at  law  against  a  nior^&goi^^  irf 
any  interest  supposed  to  remain  in  him,  called  the 
equity  of  redetciption.  At  common  law,  assuttdsr^  fbr  a 
moment  that  no  equitable  jurisdiction  had  ever  existed, 
the  estate  df  the  mortgagee  was  an  estate  upon  e6ildi- 
tion,  subject  to  be  defeated  by  the  mortgagor  p^rfoMi^ 


jd&e  «o«i(Utiaii  hj  f9kjmg  ikfi  ^outp^gj^  jpiouefr,  bat  until  1646. 

discharged  therefrom,  tbe  fte  nt  Uw  tj»  «•  mnpb  wd  m    ^^ 
thoroughly  vested  in  the  mortgagee  as  if  there  were  no 
ooadition  at  aU* 

What  ja  the  Ift^guiigo  of  the  ceoitab  in  0^017 
naavaj^Md  of  inoctgaged  property  after  condition 
hffokm  7  Why,  that  the  estate  of  the  mor^pigee  hath 
faoooQie  ahsolnte  at  law;  and  is  aot  sncb  langna^ 
Qontained  in  the  reoitals  in  every  ^uch  conveyanoe  for 
ooAtmeapast  in  EngUnd,  the  beet  running  oommentary 
«pon  irttat  was  tegarded  by  aU  men  learned  in  the  law 
to  be  U^  consequence  of  a  neglect  to  perform  the 
pondiimu  1%  is  analcigCkMS  to  the  langnsge  qf  reoords 
and  pleadiAgi  in  our  eonrtSy  which  are  looked  ifpon 
ss  the  pcet  aathmtic  eaqponents  of  what  the  law  is  in 
thoae  mt^  I  am  sure  the  iMji^ge  of  reoitak  in 
eonviyMAes  wbie|i  ha^e  come  npder  the  consideration  j»|gn«,t 
of  courts  both  of  law  and  equity  in  Westminster  HaU* 
and  Sifter  liaving  b^en  aobjeoited  to  the  severe  qcrntiny  of 
theaUeatmen  at  the  bar^  has  in  no  soliury  iostanoe 
btsn  aven  snggwted  to  be  of  donbtfnl  fitness  for  the 


I  'Mn  avfti^e  tb»t  nnmerom,  perhaps  hnndreds  of 
tnntomcefif  pny  be  fonnd  in  oar  c<;Mnmon  law  conrM  in 
tif/jfv  CwA^t  of  thAAOpp^md  interest  of  tbemortgsfor 
having  been  seld^  •»  in  this  eas#,  under  a  ^^ fieri  fma$** 
against  the  lands  of  the  mortgagor  at  the  suit  of  the 
inAKlg^iM,  broiight  either  i|pon  a  lf>oA  accom(kav^ng 
the  m^JrtgBkgfif  or  on  the  covenant  contained  therein,  fi>r 
ih^j^Aym^nt  of  the  mortgiige  money ;  bat  a  hostof  jmh 
3]r*^isAd  p9o^.edings  constitute  no  l^gal  precedent, 
ivkUsSitnstained  by  judicial  sanction ;  and  I  always  did» 
and  do  sftiUi  regpurd  such  sales  as  utterly  negatory  and 
inoperative  in  law,  having  no  shadow  of  autborL^t)o 
warrant  them.  The  simple  and  plain  answer  to  the 
Viealifqi  ^by  cannot  yon  sell  the  mortgaged  eMtr^te 
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1846.  under  an  exeentioni  at  the  suit  of  the  mortgagee  against 
the  mortgagor  ?  is  shortly  this,  that  the  estate  belongs 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  to  the  defendant. 

How  a  court  of  equity  looks  at  the  estate,  is  a  totally 
different  question,  and  has  no  influence  whatever  upon 
the  aspect  in  which  a  court  of  law  is  bound,  tttietojurej 
to  regard  it.  In  point  of  equity,  however,  I  am  inclined 
to  think,  were  it  necessary  to  resort  to  the  sale  to  sustain 
the  appellant's  case,  that  howeiver  inoperative  as  a  legal 
transfer  of  a  supposed  equity  of  redemption,  it  might 
receive  and  ought  to  be  regarded  with  much  favour,  as  a 
sale  of  the  estate  by  the  mortgagee  for  the  benefit  of  the 
mortgagor,  it  having  been  made  by  his  sanction  in  the 
most  public  and  advantageous  manner  for  the  mortgagor, 
with  a  view  to  realize  the  incumbrance  and  return  the 
overplus  to  the  mortgagor;  such  sale  by  the  creditor 
would  have  been  quite  consistent  with  the  principles  of 
the  civil  law,  whose  maxims  with  regard  to  mortgages 
have  been  very  much  adopted  by  our  courts  6f  equity, 
and  would  be  the  voluntarily  carrying  out  of  a  stipula- 
tion often  inserted  in  mortgages,  authorising  the  sale  of 
the  estate  upon  condition  broken.  Such  a  fair  and  open 
prooedure,  in  the  absence  of  any  compulsory  tribunal 
to  direct  its  adoption*,  certainly  ought  to  weigh  strongly 
in  favour  of  the  mortgagee  under  such  circumstances, 
he  doing  voluntarily  precisely  what  a  court  of  equity 
would  have  done,  had  it  been  possible  to  have  invoked 
its  authority  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagor. 

Upon  the  second  point,  I  concur  in  the  opinion  here- 
tofore expressed  by  this  court  in  this  case,  that  the 
demurrer  having  been  overruled,  and  the  defendant 
having  submitted  and  put  in  his  answer,  cannot  be  heard 
upon  appeal  against  that  decision  to  which  he  has  sub- 
mitted, and  thereby,  so  far  as  in  him  lay,  waived  the 
objection. 

To  the  last  and  most  important  question,  still  to  be 
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disposed  of,  I  hwe  applied  mjaelf  to  tbe  best  of  my    1846. 
skill  and  ja^ment,  feeling  strongly  tho  deep  responsi- 
bility resting  apon  my  shoaldersonder  the  cireamstaiioeB 
in  which  I  am  placed,  seeing  that  this  court  hais  hereto- 
fore been  equally  divided. 

Before  entering  upon  any  particular  application  of 
tbe  principleB,  either  of  law  or  e^piity,  which  hanre  been 
eroked  on  dther  side  as  bearing  upon  this  qvestten,  I 
shall  endeaTour  to  shew  what  the  priaciple  of  equity 
is  which  is  applicable  to  the  redemption  and  foreclosure 
of  mortgages  in  England ;  and  shortly  to  trace  the 
progress  of  equity  as  a  system  of  jurisprudence,  and  as 
contradistinguished  to  law  as  administered  by  distinct 
tribunals  in  England,  where  I  believe  the  former  first 
took  its  rise,  and  in  very  remote  times ;  and  I  shall 
then  proceed  to  consid^  when  equity,  in  the  sense  thus 
explained,  came  to  form  part  and  parcel  of  the  jurispru* 
deuce  of  Upper  Canada. 

I  am  tery  sensible  of  the  difficulty  I  hare  imposed 
upon  myself,  in  thus  attempting  to  define  equity  as  a 
system  of  judicial  procedure,  since  to  most  definitiei^ 
which  have  been  given,  there  are,  I  apprehend,  many 
exceptions  to  be  made,  when  from  generals  we  descend 
to  particulars. 

Our  courts  of  law  act  upon  fixed  and  determinate 
priuciples,  which  every  man  is  supposed  to  know,  and 
which  constituting  the  common  law  of  Englaud,  every 
man  has  a  right  to  appeal  to  those  courts  to  enforce  for 
his  benefit,  however  harsh  or  severe  the  conduct  of  the 
party  may  be  who  urges  their  application  in  the  parti* 
cular  instance;  and  these  principles  being  applicable 
iirietojure,  the  courts  of  law  never  had  any  discretion 
vested  in  them  to  withhold  their  application  when  their 
exertion  was  demanded  by  any  suitor.  It  is  manifest, 
that  any  strict  rule  of  law,  however  admirable  in  itself 
as  a^  general  priuciple  to  govern  men  in  their  Ordinary 
26  voii.  L 
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1846.  dealings  and  intercourse  with  each  other,  must  neces- 
sarily, even  in  the  early  stages  of  society,  lead  to  occa- 
sional results  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of  natural 
justice  which  the  law  was  intended  to  promote,  and 
which,  if  such  consequences  could  have  been  foreseen, 
would  probably  have  been  excepted  from  the  rule. 

It  may  appear  singular,  but  I  believe  it  to  be  never- 
theless true,  that  we  are  indebted  to  the  arbitrary  power 
of  our  kings  in  the  remote  periods  of  English  history, 
for  the  first  application  of  that  power,  which  has  gradu- 
ally through  the  lapse  of  ages  settled  into  that  well 
defined  and  very  beneficial  exercise  of  lawful  authority, 
at  present  administered  by  our  Lord  Chancellors,  called 
equity. 

The  commencement  of  this  authority,  there  can  be 
little  doubt,  arose  in  the  first  instance  of  its  exercise 
.  from  the  interposition  of  iihe  arbitrary  power  of  the 
sovereign  upon  petition,  either  to  restrain  the  unconsci- 
entious exercise  of  a  legal  right,  or  to  enforce  the  resti- 
tution of  that  which  the  ordinary  courts  afforded  no 
means  to  the  injured  party  to  reclaim. 

The  exercise  of  this  power  by  the  sovereign,  assisted 
by  his  great  officers  in  council,  being  found  beneficial 
at  least  to  the  weak  and  unprotected,  became  gradually 
of  more  common  occurrence,  and  was  ultimately  trans- 
ferred to  the  keeper  of  the  great  seal,  who  on  this 
account  probably  is  called  the  keeper  of  the  king's  con- 
science, which  was  the  only  rule  of  decision  in  the 
exercise  of  his  own  arbitrary  power ;  and  thus  the  Court 
of  Chancery  has  gradually  assumed  a  jurisdiction  and 
extended  its  authority  until  the  present  day,  and  has 
moulded  for  itself,  and  established  upon  the  broadest 
foundation,  a  system  of  jurisprudence  previously 
unknown  in  any  other  country. 

The  present  form  of  a  bill  in  Chanceiyi  which  is  in 
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the  Style  of  ms  bumble  petition,  and  not  of  a  bold  demand  1846. 
as  at  common  law  of  a  positive  right,  affords  pregnant 
proof  that  the  relief  sought  was  not  originally  demand- 
able  as  of  right,  bnt  was  sued  for  to,  and  granted  by, 
tiie  sovereign  at  first  as  a  matter  of  discretionary  grace 
and  favour  as  his  own  conscience  should  direct.  More- 
over, the  remedy  is  altogether  in  personam,  either 
restraining  or  coercing  the  party  complained  against; 
and  in  this  light  I  cannot  agree  with  those  writers  who 
attribute  to  equity  the  office  of  corrector  of  the  law. 
It  may  correct  the  party  who  seeks  agunst  conscience 
to  enforce  the  law,  but  it  cannot  alter  one  jot  or  one 
tittle  of  the  law  itself.  It  can  restrain  a -party  from 
urging  an  extreme  legal  right  contrary  to  natural  justice, 
and  it  can  compel  him  to  restore  that  of  which  he  has 
become  possessed  by  the  enforcement  of  a  like  right  in 
a  like  manner. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  cannot  obstruct  the  current 
of  the  law ;  it  can  only  inhibit  a  party  from  availing 
himself  of  its  power. 

In  case  of  a  bond  with  condition  forfeited,  before  the 
statute  Will.  III.,  the  Court  of  Chancery  interposed  to 
prevent  the  obligee  recovering  the  penalty.  It  did  not 
affect  to  alter  the  contract  or  the  law  resulting  from  its 
breach ;  but  it  said,  although  the  law  is  in  your  favour, 
and  you  have  strieto  jure  a  right  to  the  penalty,  yet  it 
is  unjust  that  you  should,  under  the  circumstances, 
enforce  that  right,  and  therefore  upon  the  obligor  fulfil- 
ling his  condition,  you  shall  be  perpetually  restrained 
from  pursuing  your  legal  remedy. 

The  exercise  of  this  authority  has  imperceptibly 
acquired  the  sanction  of  the  state,  and  has  moulded 
itself  into  a  system  which,  undoubtedly,  taking  its  rise 
in  the  stringent  application  in  pereonam  of  arbitrary 
power,  has  become  uniform  and  regular  in  its  application, 
and  gmded  no  longer  by  arbitrary  will,  but  by  sound 
discretion,  and  sustained  by  precedent. 
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1846.  It  is  8^  ^^  thai  eqiiity  being  oppoeiM  ta  regular  U«, 
ftiid  in  a  muiner  an  arbitrary  disposition,  is  still  admin* 
iatered  by  the  king  himself,  and  bis  ohanoellor  in  his 
name,  ab  initio^  as  a  special  trust  committed  to  the  king, 
and  not  by  him  to  be  oommitted  to  any  other.  And  it 
is  true  that  the  one  (that  is/  law)  is  boand  to  rules,  the 
othar  absolute  and  nnlimited,  thoogh  out  of  discretion 
they  entertain  some  forms  which  they  may  justly  have 
in  some  special  cases." 

The  learned  author  of  Principles  of  Equity,  in  bis 
introdnction,  observes  that  ^^  equity,  seatce  known  to  our 
forefathers,- makes  a  great  figure ;  like  a  plsuit  gradually 
tending  to  maturity,  it  has  for  ages  been  increasing  in 
bulk,  slowly  indeed  but  constantly." 

The  same  learned  author  further  observes,  that  eausee 
of  an  extraordinary  nature,  requiring  some  singular 
remedy,  could  not  be  safely  trusted  with  the  ordinary 
courts,  because  no  rule$  were  established  to  direct  their 
proceedings  in  such  matters;  and  upon  that  accoont 
such  causes  were  appropriated  to  the  king  in  council. 
In  process  of  time  the  pressure  of  business  became  so 
great,  that  this  authority  devolved  upon  the  Court  of 
Chancery. 

Sir  WtUiam  Jonei  has  traced  to  the  Chief  Archon  of 
the  Athenians,  a  juriidiction  analogous  to  that  of  our 
dianeellors;  and  many  writers  regard  the  Bomaa 
PrMor  as  an  officer  exercising  a  very  similar  authority. 
Lord  H(de  says,  ^^  touching  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  ancient  times  no  such  thing 
was  known ;"  and  he  says,  ^^  two  things  might  possibly 
give  its  original,  or  at  least  much  contribnte  to  its 
enlargement — ^the  usual  committingof  particular  petitions 
in  parliament^  not  there  determined,  unto  the  detennir 
nation  of  Uie  Chancellor,  which  was  as  freqnent  as  to 
the  connoil,  and  wheA  sack  a  foundation  was  laid  for  a 
jurisdiction,  it  is  not  difficult  for  it  to  acquire  more. 
Second,  by  the  invention  of  uses.'' 


I  bttd  endeftvoored  thus,  I  fear  iniperft<rtiy,  to  tnoe  184a 
ibe  6t««e)  origin,  wd  progress  of  the  equitoUd  jorilh 
ioiioB  of  the  Court  of  Ghaaeery,  which  that  most 
eminent  judge,  Lord  ffaU^  says  ''  hath  attained  defaeto 
by  degrees  that  ample  jarisdicUon  in  causes  of  equity, 
that  now  it  hath  in  effect  swallowed  up  the  courts  of 
law,"  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  as  co«rt6  of  law 
were  bound  by  strict  rules,  as  bef(»re  adverted  to,  equity 
has  been  introduced  to  relieve  parties  from  the  oonee- 
quenoes  of  a  strict  application  of  them ;  and  that 
akhough  oourts  of  equity  in  England  have,  in  modetn 
times,  consolidated  their  jurisdiction,  and  limited  the 
eiercise  of  the  ancient  discretionary  power,  they  assumed 
by  precedent,  which  now  restrains  courts  of  equity 
within  known  bounds,  and  regulates  their  jMrooeedings 
by  fixed  rules  and  settled  principles,  as  certain  in  their 
application  as  those  governing  courts  of  law ;  yet  we 
mast  not  suffer  those  fixed  rules  and  precedents  in  the  * 
English  Courts  of  Chancery  to  produce  injustice,  by 
applying  them  here  under  a  totally  different  concatena^ 
iaoa  of  circumstanoes,  uid  thereby,  in  fact,  enforce  the 
application  of  rules  of  equity  adopted  by  a  court  under 
one  condition  of  things,  at  the  instance  of  *a  suitor 
9trieto  jurey  under  difierent  droumstances,  to  produce  a 
greater  evil  than  the  common  law,  if  left  to  itself,  could 
have  effected. 

It  has  been  said,  by  a  very  learned  judge,  that  at  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  was  introduced  for  the  prevention  of 
firaud,  it  shall  not  be  converted  by  a  party  into  an 
instrument  of  fraud ;  so,  in  my  judgment,  as  the  Court 
of  Chancery  was  established  for  the  advancement  of 
equity,  it  shall  not  be  converted  into  an  iuBtrnment  of 
iniquity. 

In  England,  itom  the  earlieat  period  of  ita  exwcismg 
authority  as  a  court  of  equity,  the  Court  of  Chancery 
has  been  open  alike  to  both  parties,  and  that  simple 
fact  preserves   a  harmony  of  equity  throughout  its 


joogafiut. 
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1846.  extended  jorkdiction,  so  that  either  party  oonld  at  all 
times  have  appealed  to  its  authority  to  conelude  the 
other,  with  regard  to  their  respective  rights,  in  matters 
within  the  soope  of  its  equitable  jurisdiction. 

If  the  mortgagee  could  appeal  to  equity  to  foreclose, 
so  could  the  the  mortgagor  invoke  the  same  authori^  to 
enable  him  to  redeem  his  estate.  From  this  circum- 
stance it  happens,  that  after  twenty  years'  acquiescence 
without  reclamation,  by  analogy  to  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  which,  although  until  lately  only  binding 
in  courts  of  law,  served  as  a  guide  to  regulate  the 
discretion  of  courts  of  equity,  the  court  will  not  allow 
the  one  party  to  foreclose,  nor  the  other  to  redeem, 
because  in  the  first  case  it  presumes  payment,  if  the 
mortgagee  has  suffered  his  mortgagor  to  remain  in 
possession  all  that  time,  without  payment  of  interest 
or  admission  of  the  debt— although  the  presumption 
Jadfmmt.  ^^^^  raised  is  open  to  be  rebutted ;  so  on  the  other 
hand,  if  the  mortgagor  has^  suffered  the  mortgagee  to 
remain  in  possession  twenty  years  without  accounting  or 
without  admitting  that  he  holds  a  mortgage  title  only, 
he  loses*  his  right  of  redemption,  because  he  shall  be 
presumed  to  have  deserted  his  equity  to  redeem. 

But  in  this  province,  before  a  court  of  equity  was 
established,  how  could  any  presumption  in  either  case 
arise? 

■% 
In  the  absence  of  a  court  of  equity,  the  mortgagee 

being  in  po8ses0ion  twenty  years  could  raise  no  presump- 
tion to  the  prejudice  of  the  mortgagor,  who  could  not 
compel  the  mortgagee  to  account  nor  disturb  him  in  his 
possession,  or  file  a  bill  to  redeem ;  and  in  the  case 
even  of  the  mortgage  of  a  productive  property,  it  could 
not  be  presumed,  because  the  mortgagee  received  the 
rents,  and  ^  took  no  steps  to  foreclose  and  enforce 
payment,  that  he  was  therefore  content  to  receive  his 
interest,  and  allow  his  money  to  remain  on  mortgage, 
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since  he  had  no  alternative;  and  however  mnch  he  1846. 
might  need  his  money,  and  might  anxiously  desire  to 
call  it  in,  yet  in  the  absence  of  a  court  of  equity  he 
could  not  foreclose,  and  therefore  the,  mortgagor  ought 
not  $trieU>  jure  to  be  entitled  to  redeem,  so  long  as  he 
should  come  vdthin  twenty  years,  however  inequitable 
the  attempt  knight  be  as  against  the  mortgagee,  provided 
he  came  within  the  English  rule  as  to  mere  time. 

It  is  sud  by  FanblanqtUj  *^  that  a  man  can  never  be 
injured  if  he  receive  principal,  interest,  and  costs," 
which  in  England  a^an  is  supposed  to  be  satisfied  with 
if  he  did  not  file  his  bill  to  foreclose ;  but  if  there  be  no 
court  to  decree  foreclosure,  no  such  presumption  can 
arise,  foreclosure  being  impossible. 

It  is  true  the  Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  lY.,  ch.  2,  sec. 
6,  declares  that  the  rules  of  decision  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  thereby  constituted,  should  be  the  same  as 
govern  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England*  This 
enactment  I  conceive  to  mean  nothing  more  than  that 
equity,  as  administered  in  England,  shall  constitute  the 
nde  of  decision  in  our  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the  same 
manner,  and  in  the  same  sense,  as  the  law  of  England 
is  dechired  by  statute  82  Oeo.  III.,  ch.  1.,  sec  8,  to  be 
the  rule  for  the  decision  of  all  matters  of  controversy 
relative  to  property  and  civil  rights  in  our  courts  of 
law. 

In  England  it  is  of  course  for  a  mortgagor  to  redeem 
within  twenty  years ;  and  at  the  same  time  it  is  equally 
of  course  for  the  mortgagee  to  foreclose  if  he  be  so 
minded.  • 

But  in  Upper  Canada,  until  the  Court  of  Chancery 
was  established,  no  means  existed  whereby  the  mortga- 
gee could  foreclose,  and  therefore  on  a  bill  to  redeem  a 
mortgage  which  had  become  absolute  at  law,  before  the 
establishment  of  the  court,  the  rule  of  equity  which 
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1846.  would  govern  the  case  in  England  is  invoked  under 
circamstances  essentially  different;  and  therefore,  in  my 
judgment,  is  not  per  ae  to  be  necessarily  applied  as  a 
strbgent  enactment,  whether  the  effect  produced  shall 
be  good  or  evih  I  am  of  opinion,  that  before  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  lliose  rules  of  deci- 
sion, or  that  system  of  jurisprudence  called  equity,  as 
administered  in  England  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  did 
not  exist  in  Upper  Canada.  For  although  the  word 
ejuUf  is  used  in  82  Geo.  III.,  ch.  1,  sec.  4,  and  occa- 
sionally in  other  acts  of  the  legislature,  yet  I  cannot 
regard  these  expressions  even  as  indicative  of  the 
legislative  mind,  that  equity  as  a  system  had  been  or 
was  thereby  intended  indirectly  to  be  recogtiised  as  a 
rule  for  the  decision  of  questions  regarding  civil  rights, 
when  they  abstemiously  forbore  for  half  a  century  to 
establish  any  tribunal  whwein  such  a  system  could  be 
administered. 

Jttagmnt 

To  declare  that  equity  as  a  system  shall  exist,  and 
decline  the  establishment  of  a  tribunal  for  its  adminis- 
tration, may  with  great  propriety  of  language  be  said  to 
be  a  *^  deluHOHj  a  mocherjfj  and  a  vnare.**  How  can 
there  be  a  rule  which  no  man  cap  see,  and  no  authority 
proclaim  or  enforce  ?  A  court  of  law  cannot  see  an 
equity,  cannot  recognise  it  in  its  decisions ;  then  how 
can  the  subject  be  held  bound  to  regard  as  a  prindple  of 
action  that  which  no  tribunal  in  the  land  can  promul- 
gate? 

Equity  as  a  system  of  jurisprudence  is  essentially  an 
emanation  from  the  court,  and  cannot  exist  without  it. 
The  court  and  its  functions  constitute  a  whole.  The 
court  is  to  the  principle  of  equity  to  be  administered 
there,  what  the  body  is  to  the  soul.  Destroy  the  body, 
t  and  the  soul  flies  away ;  abolish  the  court  and  equity  is 
no  longer  to  be  found. 

Laying  it  down,  therefore,  as  a  principle,  tiiat  up  to 
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the  passing  of  the  Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  IV.|  equity  aa  1846« 
a  system  had  no  place  in  the  jurisprudence  of  Upper 
Canada  ss  a  rule  for  the  decision  of  matters  of  contro- 
versy relative  to  property  or  civil  rights,  it  will  be 
necesHsry  to  consider  what  were  the  rights  of  the  parties 
vging  a  claim  to  the  property  in  question,  at  the  time  of 
passing  of  this  act,  and  the  consequent  introduction  of 
equity  as  a  principle  or  rule  of  decision  as  it  previously 
existed  in  England. 

Although'  it  was,  no  doubt,  common  for  gentlemen 
bred  to  the  profession  in  Upper  Canada,  where  the 
English  law  has  ever  prevailed,  to  speak  of  equity  as  a 
principle,  and  to  speak  of  an  equity  of  redemption  as  a 
beneficial  interest  in  an  estate,  with  which  their  reading 
English  books  had  made  them  familiar,  yet  I  am  con- 
strained to  advance  it  as  my  deliberate  judgment,  that 
no  such  interest  as  that  existed  in  Upper  Canada,  except- 
ing  in  so  far  as  the  common  and  statute  law  recognised 
it  and  would  give  it  effect. 

By  the  7  Oeo.  II.,  ch.  20,  it  is  provided,  that  where 
any  action  shall  be  brought  on  any  bond,  for  payment 
of'  money  secured  by  mortgage,  or  for  performance  of 
covenants  contained  therein  ;  or  where  an  action  of  eject- 
ment shall  be  brought  by  any  mortgagee  to  recover 
possession  of  any  mortgaged  lands,  if  the  person  having 
a  right  to  redeem  shall  become  defendant,  and  shall, 
pending  such  action,  pay  such  mortgagee,  or  in  case  of 
refusal  shall  bring  into  court  the  principal,  interest,  and 
costs,  such  payment  shall  bo  taken  to  be  in  full  satisfac- 
tion  and  discharge  of  such  mortgage,  and  the  court  shall 
discharge  such  mortgagor  therefrom  accordingly,  and 
shall  compel  such  mortgagee  to  assign,  surrender,  or 
re-convey  such  mortgaged  estate,  and  deliver  up  all  title 
deeds  to  the  mortgagor. 

When  SiwaU  brought  the  action  in  1819  against 
Thomoi  Smytk^  for  the  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage, 
26  VOL.  L 
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1846.  tile  principal,  interest,  and  costs  of  ssit  iniglit»  wmitt 
this  act,  have  been  paid  into  court,  and  SeivM  ofdered 
to  re-eonrej,  which  it  is  plain,  from  the  e?ideB6e,  he 
would  cheerfally  have  accepted  and  done.  If  Swigtk 
were  act  eyen  then  prepared  to  pay  the  anount,  stiU  be 
aight  have  continved  in  possession,  and  driven  Uie 
Mortgagee  to  bis  efeetment  after  the  sale  in  1825^  Md 
tiien  paid  the  money  into  court ;  whereai  on  die  eon|rai7» 
he  thereupon  abandoned  the  property,  removing  eveiy 
fixture  which  was  worth  taking  away,  and  voluntarily 
reUnqiisbed  possession* 

Thus  from  1810  to  1886,  the  mortgscor's  eqwtiet, 
which  might  have  availed  him  had  the  Court  of  Qhairaery 
ejtisted  at  the  time,  might  also  have  been  protested  by 
.  ibe  ordinary  courts  of  law,  had  he  thought  fit  to  invdtt 
their  protection,  but  which  be  declined ;  and  the  estate 
ultimstely  passed  into  the  possession  of  the  mortgagee, 
tad  bis  interest  at  law  beoame  eSsetnally  foreelQied. 

This  statute,  in  fact,  affords  all  the  relief  to  the  mort' 
gagor  which  a  Ooart  of  fiquity  eould  have  given  iHUle 
the  posseasbn  remained  unebaaged.  Upon  the  mer^ 
gagee  taking  steps  to  recover  possesion  ^f  ibe  land, 
wbidi  at  law  would  wOrk  a  forecUsure  if  the  money  were 
not  tendered  u&der  the  statute,' the  mortgagor  had  fwtm, 
that  the  mortgagee  required  his  money,  or  wo«ld  insist 
on  his  right  to  the  estate.  A  bill  of  foreclosure  would 
have  bad  the  same  eileet,  and  if  the  money  were  not  paid 
widiia  a  presoribed  period,  the  mortgagee  ironld  have 
bett  efieetually  foreclosed  io  eqiuity ;  and  if  the  court  of 
law  were  net  applied  t»  for  an  order  upon  the  mortgagee 
imder  the  statute,  and  the  laertgagee  allowed  to  get 
pos^es^pn,  the  same  result  would  be  arrived  at^^  at  law ; 
the  possible  differenee  being,  perbaps>  a  little  uHNPe  delay 
in  equity,  through  the  comparative  tsjrdiness  of  Ghaneery 
proceedings  as  contrasted  with  those  at  law.  So  that  it 
is  plain  Ibai  a  party  deoUning  to  avail  himsetf  pf  the  very 
saUtary  pvoWsiana  of  the  statute^  but  aUeninf  tb#  bma- 
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g*gMtflhproca«dtojiidgawiii,a»dareomrcrjefpaN  i-  184A. 
ua,  hat  no  ona  but  hiiaaelf  to  blame,  if,  after  nidi  ^**v^' 
9ff§atudl  n0Uei,  be  make  do  arrai^ment  to  save  bk    ^7 
estate  from  forfeiture. 

Tbaa  stood  tbe  law,  in  my  jadgmenl,  brfore  the  psss- 
flig  of  the  Obaneery  Aeft,  as  affeeting  the  rights  of  mort- 
gager and  mortgagee. 

It  BOW  romaiBS  for  me  to  ooasider  what  ehaiige  was 
produced  by  the  passing  of  that  statute.* 

Upon  the  establishment  of  a  Goort  of  ^Chancery,  all 
sibeeqnent  Iransaetions  wonld  oome  nnder  all  the  rules 
asMi  prinoiplea  of  equity,  as  established  by  precedent  in 
Bngluid ;  b«t  how  equity  should  have  relation  back  to 
tomer  transaotioBS  consummated  before  equity  existed 
in  the  province,  is  the  difficult  and  important  point  to  bei 
decided. 

This  question  I  shall  consider,  firstly,  without  refer- 
enoe  to  the  language  of  the  Chancery  Aeft,  and  solely 
i^ei^  the  general  prinelito  geveming  oonrts  of  equity 
I^  to  their  own  unfettered  judgment ;  and,  aseendly, 
with  reference  to  the  language  of  the  statute  establish*- 
ing  the  court. 

in  my  judgment,  a  Oourt  of  Obaneery  would,  upou  ita 
own  inh^ent  prineipleB  of  action,  tske  oognisanee  of  any 
oBiiBe  arising  out  of  transaetions  happenbg  before  its 
estaktishment,  as  well  as  after,  unleai  restrsiaed  by 
positivu  enaotmeat  Equity  opetatea  not  iaversely  to 
Ae  law,  but  in  some  cases  to  restrain  persofas  frosof 
eoMreising  their  legal  rights  a^inst  oonseienee,  se  in  the 
oase  of  a  mortgags,  for  example,  of  an  estate  worth  AlOOO 
f  to  secare  a  snmUer  sum,  say  JBIOO. 


TStm  time  when  tbe  juriadictioa  became  establisbed 
oaild  not  altev  tbe  abstract  principles  of  e^uim  $t  bmum 
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being  applied  to  the  case,  although  it  might,  and  probably 
would,  induce  the  court  to  look  at  circumstances  which 
would  not  have  been  regarded  had  a  court  of  equity 
always  existed. 

Take  the  present  case  as  an  instance :  had  a  Court  of 
Chancery  always  existed  to  which  either  party  might 
have  appealed  to  enforce  the  fulfilment  of  the  original 
intention  of  both,  viz.,  that  Sewall  should  get  his  money 
and  interest,  and  that  Smyth  should  retain  his  estate, 
there  would  be  no  pretence  for  not  holding  both  to  the 
strict  rules  of  equitable  procedure  which  govern  in  Eng- 
land ;  because  if  Sewall  wanted  either  his  money  or  the 
estate,  be  could  have  filed  his  bill  of  foreclosure  in  1811, 
and  had  his  money  or  the  land  finally  assured  to  him 
within  such  reasonable  time  as  the  court  should  assign 
for  the  money  being  paid,  or  the  mortgage  standing 
foreclosed. 

If,  under  such  state  of  the  law,  he  took  no  steps  to 
foreclose,  but  simply  acquired  possession  of  the  estate, 
any  change  in  its  condition  or  character  as  a  mere  mort- 
gagee  in  possession,  would  have  been  at  his  own  peril, 
seeing  that  a  bill  to  redeem  might  have  been  filed  against 
him  at  any  time. 

But  in  the  absence  of  all  equitable  jurisdiction,  where 
each  party  knew  that  the  terms  of  their  contract  must 
bind  them  at  law,  unless  there  were  something  manifestly 
and  grossly  unjust  and  oppressive  in  the  conduct  of  the 
mortgagee,  a  court  of  equity  would  scarcely  feel  itself 
warranted  in  retrospectively  interposing  its  authority  to 
disturb  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties.  But  to  warrant 
such  interference,  there  must,  in  my  judgment,  exist 
something  so  manifestly  harsh  and  unjust,  and  against 
conscience,  as  to  shock  and  be  offensive  to  the  mind 
boni  viriy  as  the  civilians  express  it.  And  under 
such  circumstances  I  feel  no  doubt  but  that  a  eourt  of 
equity  would  look  back  into  the  transactions,  and  in  the 


XRBOB  A2n>  APPEAL  BBP0BI8. 

ezerase  of  a  sound  jndioial  discretion,  apply  the  prindples    1846. 
of  equity  to  the  subject 

In  this  case  I  see  no  facts  to  raise  any  presumption 
that  injustice  has  been  done ;  on  the  contrary,  I  think 
that  the  law  has  done  nothing  bat  justice,  and  such 
justice  as  might  doubtlessly  have  been,  and  would  have 
been,  attained  by  a  decree,  had  a  Court  of  Chancery 
existed  previously  to  the  assumption  of  possession  under 
the  mortgagee. 

As  to  the  value  of  the  property,  it  seems,  to  say  the 
most  of  it,  to  have  been  but  a  bare  security  for  the  debt. 

In  the  next  place,  although  by  law  the  mortgagee  was 
not  bound  to  sell  the  estate  at  all  for  the  purpose  of 
realising  his  debt,  as  he  might  have  kept  it  on  condition 
broken ;  yet  he  did,  under  a  misapprehension  of  the 
law,  cause  it  to  be  advertised  and  sold  in  a  qtuui  official 
manner,  after  a  year's  notice  published  in  the  usual 
mode  of  sales  under  sanction  of  judicial  command ;  there- 
fore practically  every  thing  was  done  which  either  a 
trustee  with  power  of  sale  or  a  master  in  Chancery  under 
a  decree  of  the  court  could  have  done,  to  sell  the  property 
for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  for  the  best  price  that  could 
be  obtained*  Therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  there 
existed  no  circumstance  which  would  warrant  a  court  of 
equity  in  disturbing  the  legal  interests  of  the  parties, 
the  court  being  left  to  the  exercise  of  its  own  unfettered 
application  of  the  principles  governing  courts  of  equity, 
more  especially  as  the  mortgagor  may,  I  think,  be 
regarded  as  having  abandoned  all  claim  to  it,  by  not 
applying  for  relief  under  the  statute  of  Geo.  II.,  and 
also  by  removing  the  fixtures  and  whatever  else  he  could 
benefidally  apply  to  his  own  use,  sanctioning  by  his 
silence  and  non-resistance  what  was  passing  under  his 
own  observation  without  objection.  He,  and  the  respon- 
dents, since  the  death  of  the  mortgagor,  saw  the  property 
passing  from  hand  to  hand ;  witnessed  the  vast  improve- 
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ISM.  BMote  going  on ;  and  ono  ef  die  YMpOBdents,  ArtaM 
fifmy^A,  in  a  letter,  dated  10th  of  May,  18S3,  addf«aB«d 
to  Jame%  Shaxo^  a  person  about  to  purchase  part  of  the 
prendaas  from  A.  R.  TPand,  one  of  the  appellaato,  tad 
who  shortly  afterwards  £d  pordiase,  stating^  that  '^  the 
title  depended  upon  the  kgality  of  the  sheriff's  dead, 
together  with  his  father's  right  ^  redemptiaft  agraaahts 
to  the  laws  of  England  with  regard  to  mortgages ;  bat  in 
his  (Tariiiea  Smtfth's)  opinian,  he  (Shaw)  er  any  otfcev 
person  might  purchase  without  any  fear  of  being  dtetarhed 
by  his  father." 

It  is  a  clear  principle  of  equity,  that  where  a  person 
claiming  an  interest  in  land  lies  by,  and  by  his  silence 
with  regard  to  his  own  daim  encourages  another  to 
expend  money  upon  the  estate  under  an  erroneous 
opinion  of  title,  he  shall  be  restrained  in  equity  from 
affirming  his  title  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other  so  lulled 
into  security. 

Qui  taeitf  eonsentire  mdtiw  ;  qui  potest  et  d&bet  vibat^^ 
juhetj  si  fiM  veM.  The  mortgagor  sbeald  wadoubtedly 
have  protested  against  what  was  being  dene,  and  ahodd 
have  warned  the  parties  of  his  intention  to  appfy  te  a 
opart  of  equity,  should  such  a  tribuniJ  erer  beestaUUMd ; 
h«l  he  did  nothing  ef  the  kind,  and  allowed  possesBion 
fo  be  taken.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  such  protest 
would  have  altered  the  case  as  te  the  rights  of  the  partiei, 
hut  it  would  have  rebutted  the  idea  of  an  inteatieti  ^ 
abandon  his  daim  in  equity.  It  dees  tbef dbre  afpear 
16  m^  that  when  a  party  with  a  full  knowledge  ct  his 
p^sitioft  makes  no  effort  to  defend  it,  bat  volnntarSy 
abandons  and  deserts  it,  and  sees  those  whom  he  hoi  tot 
in  under  a  daimof  right,  using  the  property,  aa^  <M* 
ing  with  it  as  their  own,  and  expending  large  suvia  in 
its  improrement  without  remonstrance,  he  caaaot  be 
regarded  in  any  other  light  than  as  aaneiioning,  by  Ua 
s^eneey  what  »  passing  under  his  own  eye  witheat 
otjectiOB. 

If  a  party  voluntarily  pay  a  doubtful  demand,  and 
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dediM  defrodiiig  Inmsdf  tgtinst  what  li0  regftfdt  M  aA   IMS. 
anfonadUd  claim,  he  cannot  aftarwardB  bccoiM  plaintiff  "f"^ 
and  rccorer  hack  the  monej  eo  rdnatuily  peid. 

lattnimh,  therefinre^  aa  the  nKnrtgagor  neglected  to 
a^afl  himself  of  the  protection  which  the  oonrta  af  law 
ceold  haTe  aibrded  him  ander  die  ctatote  T  Gea  IL,  I 
tfiink  he  mast  be  regarded  aa  gifing  the  mortgagee^  and 
Aeie  claiming  ander  him,  to  anderttaad  that  ha  ahefr 
donad  the  proper^  in  payment  of  the  debt 

I  am  alao  of  epinm,  Aat  Ae  aabaeqnent  great  iiae  in 
▼alne  of  this  property,  oocasieaed  chieflj  by  die  eaftstnra^ 
tion  of  the  Rideau  Canal,  the  rapki  growth  of  a  Tillage, 
since  become  a  place  of  considerable  importance  by  the 
eaterprise  and  capital  of  the  appdlanta,  and  tkose  claim- 
bg  nndar  them,  oMstitate  no  merilorioaa  ingrodioats  in 
die  laspaadtnt's  daim  for  relief. 

We  all  know,  dmt  it  is  to  the  Sipeadifsre  ef  oapHtf 
that  Bitnations  the  moat  eligible  o^n  their  yalbei  by 
bringing  them  into  notice,  and  attracting  population  to 
panicipata  ia  the  local  adTaatagee  of  new  settlesMOts; 
and  k  waald  be  no  compensathm  to  the  first  adventaref, 
who  rished  his  means  in  manmencing  a  settlesMnt^  and 
dstelopiag  the  capabilities  of  the  place^  after  baring 
spent  tlia  Ssost  talmdile  period  of  his  life  in  establishing 
an  eatensiTe  basinces  in  the  midst  of  a  wiMemess,  draw* 
iag  a  cetvideraUe  population  aronad  him,  attracted  by 
the  aedfity  to  which  he  had  giren  the  first  impetus^  to 
Isara  his  own  iBsprorements  Talaed,  and  an  improyed 
rental  set  upon  the  land  which  owed  all  tlmf  valoe  to 
his  own  capital,  enterprise,  and  exertion,  and  striking'  a 
halaaMse,  to  ordeor  it  te  be  paid  io  him,  and  then  to  ijuit 
thA  aeeae  of  all  his  hopes  for  erer. 

In  my  opnion  such  a  person  is  as  much  entitled  to 
iho  eahanerd  talae  of  the  grounds,  as  he  is  to  the  costs 
oC  the  baiMiacs  and   other   trnproyements   he   mSy 


an^th. 


208  SRROB  AND  APPEAL  BBP0BT8. 

1846.  have  oonstntcted,  as  the  one  is,  especially  in  a  new 
^|2CI^  conntry,  incident  to  the  others  If  a  man  shall  have  laid 
out  his  capital  recklessly  npon  what  he  knew  he  had  no 
title  tO|  the  case  would  be  very  different;  but  if,  acting 
iand  fide^  he  is  entitled  to  every  consideration  that  a 
court  exercising  a  wise  and  sound  discretion,  can  extend 
to  him ;  and  unless  constrained  by  some  clear  and 
positive  enactment,  I  should  feel  great  repugnance  in 
disturbing  the  legal  title  of  persons  presenting  themselvea 
so  favourably  to  the  notice  of  the  court,  under  the  notion 
that  a  rule  of  equity,  as  applied  in  a  different  state  of 
things,  and  under  very  different  circumstances,  would 
have  been  regarded  as  too  well  settled  to  warrant  a 
departure  from  its  rigid  application. 

Upon  the  fullest  consideration,  therefore,  that  I  can 
give  to  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  independent  of 
any  enactment  which  may  be  supposed  to  enjoin  a  dif- 
ferent conclusion,  the  respondents  have  shewn  no  equit- 
able ground  for  relief,  and  that  their  bill  should  have 
been  dismissed  with  costs. 

I  come  now  to  the  last  point  of  this  important  case^ 
the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  11th  section  of  the 
Chancery  Act,  which  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chanoellor, 
in  the  court  below,  supported  by  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  Macaulay^  and  Mr.  Attorney-General  Smithy  as 
members  of  this  court  at  the  first  argument,  has  regarded 
as  imperative  upon  him,  against  the  real  equity  of  the 
case,  as  I  understand  their  judgments,  to  declare  that 
the  respondents  are,  if  I  may  so  express  myself^  itrido 
jure  entitled  to  redeem. 

If  I  thought  that  the  clause  in  question  required  the 
construction  they  have  put  upon  it,  I  should,  as  a  matter 
of  duty,  thoogh  with  deep  regret,  shjfiat  Juititia  ruat 
calum^  and  dismiss  this  appeal ;  but  I  am  of  a  contrary 
opinion,  and  while  I  entertain  the  highest  respect  for 
the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  MacauXay^  who  has  so  elabo- 
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rately  discussed  this  question,  yet  I  cannot,  upon  this    1846. 

T. 

Smyth. 


occasion,  see  any  ground  for  the  conclusion  at  which  he   ^^ 
has  arrived.  ^jr 


The  11th  section  of  the  Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  IV., 
ch.  2,  is  in  the  following  terms : 

^'  And  whereas  the  law  of  England  was,  at  an  early 
period  introduced  into  this  province,  and  has  continued 
to  he  the  rule  of  decision  in  all  matters  of  controversy 
relative  to  the  propertj  and  civil  rights ;  while  at  the 
same  time,  from  the  want  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction  it 
has  not  been  in  the  power  of  the  mortgagees  to  foreclose, 
and  mortgagors  being  out  of  possession  have  been  unable 
to  avail  themselves  of  their  equity  of  redemption,  and  in 
consequence  of  the  want  of  these  remedies  the  rights  of 
the  respective  parties,  or  of  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  may  be  found  to  be  attended 
with  peculiar  equitable  considerations,  as  well  in  regard  jadgBumt. 
to  compensation  for  improvements  as  in  respect  to  the 
right  to  redeem,  depending  upon  the  circumstances  of 
each  case,. and  a  strict  application  of  the  rules  established 
in  England  might  be  attended  with  injustice :  be  it  there- 
fore enacted,  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  the  said  court 
shall  have  power  and  authority  in  all  cases  of  mortgage, 
where  before  the  passing  of  this  act  the  estate  has 
become  absolute  in  la-w  by  failure  in  performing  the 
condition,  to  make  such  order  and  decree  in  respect  to 
foreclosure  and  redemption,  and  with  regard  to  compen- 
sation for  improvements,  and  generally  with  respect  to 
the  rights  and  claims  of  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee, 
and  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  as  may  appear  to  him  just  and  reasonable  under 
all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  subject,  however,  to 
the  appeal  provided  by  this  act." 

It  appears  to  me,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  first  part 
of  the  preamble  is  conceived  in  terms  inconsistent  with 
any  idea  that  the  legislature  considered  that  equity^  as  a 
27  *     VOL.  I. 
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1846.  system  of  juru^rudenoe,  had  preyioosly  existed  in  Upper 
Canada  under  the  generid  term  ^^law  of  England,"  became 
it  recites  that  the  law  of  England  was,  at  an  earlj 
period,  introduced  and  had  continued  to  be  the  rule  of 
decision ;  and  yet  &om  the  first  establishment  of  the 
rule  there  spoken  of  (whidi  I  regard  as  the  role  of  law 
only,  and  as  contradistinguished  from  equity)  no  decision 
according  to  it  in  any  question  of  equity  had  ever  been 
made,  if  equity  be  insisted  on  M  being  included  in  the 
rule  from  tiie  time  of  its  establishment  to  the  passing  of 
this  act,  a  period  of  neariy  half  a  century ;  and  there- 
fore it  cann<^  be  said  to  have  been  and  oantinued  to  be 
a  rule  of  decision,  when  no  decisbn  ever  had  been,  and, 
during  all  that  time,  could  not  have  been  made  aceordiBg 
to  it ;  kx  neminem  cogit  ad  itnpoeeSnU  ;  and  when  82 
Geo.  III.,  ch.  1,  sec.  8,  says  that  resort  shall  be  had  to 
the  law  of  England  as  the  rule  for  the  decision  of  the 
same,  it  must  mean  sudi  law  as  resort  cotM  be  had  to. 
And  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  interpretation 
in  the  next  branch  of  the  sentence,  reciting,  that  for 
want  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction  mortgagees  could  not 
foreclose,  nor  oould  mortgagors  avail  themselves  of  their 
equity  of  redemption,  because  an  equity  to  redeem  mi^t 
and  would  exist  vAxen  appealing  to  the  conscienee, 
although  there  might  not  exist  any  means  for  enfordag 
obedience  to  its  voice. 

The  latter  part  of  the  preamble  recites,  diat  a  strict 
application  of  the  rules  established  in  England,  might  be 
attended  with  injustice ;  shewing  oonchisavely  that  the 
legislature  did  not  intend  to  fettar  the  discretion  of  the 
court  when  called  upom  to  exercise  its  functions  in  a  new 
sphere  of  action ;  and  although  the  preceding  words, 
^  as  well  in  regard  to  compensation  for  improvements, 
as  in  respect  to  the  right  to  redeem,"  might  seem  at  first 
to  indicate  the  objects  to  which  this  relaxation  of  English 
rules  is  intended  to  apply;  yet  upon  a  closer  examina- 
tion, I  lldnk  they  can  ^^nly  be  considered  as  put  for 
osrainpleB,  rather  tbai  as  twonB  of  liuutation.     The 
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enactaog  part  of  the  clame  is  eonched  in  as  geBeral  terms  1840. 
as  oonld  veil  have  been  devised,  to  give  a  most  thorough 
discretion  to  the  'Vice-Chancellor  to  make  snch  order  and 
decree  in  respect  to  foreclosure  and  redemption,  and 
with  regard  to  oompensation  for  improvements,  and 
generally  vrith  respect  to  the  rights  and  claims  of  the 
parties,  as  may  appear  to  him  just  and  reasonable  under 
all  the  circumstanoes  of  the  case — ^words  which  do  not 
appear  to  me  to  make  it  quite  discretionary  with  the 
court,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  to  decree 
redemption,  or  refuse  it. 

If,  upon  a  bill  to  redeem,  the  Vice-Ohancellor  should 
be  of  opinion,  under  all  the  droumstaneea  of  the  case, 
that  it  would  be  neither  just  nor  reasonable  to  allow  the 
mortgagor  to  redeem,  it  would  be  his  duty  to  dismiss  the 
bill,  which  in  effect  would  amount  to  a  foreclosure ;  and 
such  order  would  be  in  respect  both  to  foreclosure  and 
redemption,  it  would  be  a  decree  in  favour  of  foreclosure,  judgment 
and  against  redemption.  It  is  not  essential  that  a  decree 
or  judgment  should  be  in  favour  of  a  given  proposition, 
to  constitute  it  a  decree  or  judgment  in  reepeet  of  such 
proposition.  If  the  decision  be  against  the  proposition, 
it  would  be  as  much  in  respect  of  it  as  if  it  had  been  in 
favour  of  it  Neither  do  I  regard  the  words  redemption 
and  foreclosure  as  applying  to  a  bill  filed  for  the  one 
object  as  well  as  for  the  other ;  and  I  cannot  concur 
with  Mr.  Justice  Maeaulay  in  thinking  that  this  part  of 
the  clause  is  to  be  construed  reddendo  singula  singulis^ 
considering  the  word  redemption  as  having  iolely  a  refer- 
ence to  a  bill  filed  by  the  mortgagor,  and  foreclosure  to 
one  filed  by  the  mortgagee. 

With  regard  to  compensation,  the  legislature  evidently 
meant  to  enlarge,  if  necessary,  the  discretion  of  the  court 
in  decreeing  all  just  allowances  for  improvements  in 
cases  where  the  court  should  feel  it  right  to  decree 
redemption ;  seeing  that  in  Bngland  a  mortgagee  has  no 
right  to  alter  the  nature  of  the  property  mortgaged,  by 
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1846.  turning  a  dwelling  house,  for  example,  into  a  shop.  But 
in  a  new  country,  where  property  is  undergoing  continual 
change  in  every  hand  it  passes  into,  it  would  be  retard- 
ing enterprise  to  hold,  that  however  advantageous  such 
an  alteration  might  be  for  whoever  might  be  the  owner, 
no  change  should  be  made.  The  circumstances  under 
which  the  change  may  have  been  made,  are  all  fit  for 
the  consideration  of  the  court ;  and  this  clause  removes 
any  ground  for  scruple  when  regarding  English  prece- 
dent 

Under  the  very  comprehensive  terms  used  in  the  latter 
part  of  this  section,  ^^  and  generally  to  make  such  order 
and  decree  with  respect  to  the  rights  and  claims  of  the 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  as  may  appear  just  and 
reasonable  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,"  it 
may  be  worthy  of  consideration  whether,  in  some  cases, 
it  would  not  be  just  to  require  the  mortgagee  to  pay  an 
JndgiMnt.  additional  sum  to  the  mortgagor,  bearing  a  relation  to 
the  value  of  the  property  when  it  fell  into  the  hands  of 
the  mortgagee,  particularly  when  the  mortgagee  had 
made  such  extensive  improvements  as  not  to  be  within 
the  power  of  the  mortgagor  to  make  compensation  for. 

But  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  court  would  have  posses- 
sed full  discretion  to  have  accommodated  its  decisions  to 
the  peculiarities  incident  to  the  novel  condition  of  things 
existulg  at  the  time  of  the  establishment  of  the  Court  of 
^  Chancery,  and  that  the  11th  section  of  the  Chancery 

Act  ought  to  be  regarded  as  a  provision  introduced  by 
the  legislature  ex  majori  cauteldy  rather  than  of  necessity ; 
and  this  construction  I  regard  as  important  to  prevent 
the  very  inconvenient  construction  that  might  otherwise 
prevail,  of  considering  every  thing  not  expressly  provided 
for  as  intentionally  omitted,  which  I  feel  satisfied  would 
be  found  occasionally  of  most  mischievous  consequences. 

We  cannot  keep  too  prominently  in  our  minds,  that 
equity  is  inherently  a  discretionary  [principle  in  its 
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application.  And  althongh  it  be  discretionary,  the  dis-  1846. 
cretion  of  a  court  of  equity,  like  that  often  exercised  by 
courts  of  law,  must  be  a  sound  discretion,  governed  by 
rule  and  not  by  humour ;  it  must  not  be  arbitrary,  vague, 
and  fanciful,  but  regular,  and  guided  by  precedent — a 
character  irhich  it  has  acquired  by  having  for  ages  past 
been  administered  in  a  regular  course  of  judicial  proce- 
dure, in  a  court  clothed  with  the  highest  judicial  pow^ps, 
administered  by  great  numbers  of  learned,  wise,  and 
upright  judges,  who  have  moulded  the  arbitrary  power, 
at  first  exercised  by  the  sovereign,  and  afterwards  dele- 
gated to  them  by  die  Crown,  into  a  regular  system  of 
judicial  administration,  constituting  at  the  present  day 
equity  jurisprudence. 

But  if  the  rules  and  precedents  established  by  the 
court  itself,  for  the  government  of  its  own  discretion,  be 
once  reduced  by  legislative  enactment  into  fixed  rules  to 
guide  the  court  in  its  decision,  inflexible  and  mandatory  jndgnMBt. 
upon  those  who  are  to  be  governed  by  them,  the  whole 
character  of  the  rules  becomes  changed;  and  having 
become  of  positive  obligation  they  cease  to  be  a  guide  to 
discretion,  but  become  fixed  laws,  and  then  no  longer 
rules  of  equity,  but  positive  institutions;  and  having 
thus  changed  their  character,  they  will  likewise  change 
their  place  of  administration  from  courts  of  equity  exer- 
cising extraordinary,  to  courts  of  law  exercising  ordinary, 
jurisdiction,  which  would  in  all  time  coming  be  bound  to 
enforce  them. 

If  it  were  enacted  by  parliament,  that  notwithstand- 
ing a  mortgagor  had  failed  to  perform  the  condition  for 
redemption,  by  payment  of  the  mortgage  money  at  the 
day,  nevertheless  that  he  should  be  entitled  to  redeem 
within  twenty  years,  the  remedy  of  the  mortgagor  would 
be  in  a  court  of  law,  unless  there  were  some  peculiar 
circumstances  to  give  Chancery  an  equitable  jurisdiction. 
He  might  tender  his  money,  and  bring  an  ejectment. 
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1846.  The  legklatnre  oannot  change  the  nature  of  thrngs, 
making  eqni^  law,  and  law  eqnity  at  thehr  pleasture,  and 
still  preeerying  the  pnstine  oharacter  of  eithet. 

Take  from  equity  its  discretionarj  diaraetor,  and 
enforce  ita  regular  application  by  positive  parliamentary 
enaotmenty  and  it  eeaaes  to  be  equity  the  moment  it 
be^meslaw;  the  principle  of  equity  would  be  merged 
in  the  stem  mandate  of  the  law. 

Lord  Oohsj  in  speaking  of  the  Oourt  of  Qhanoery,  says 
it  possesses  an  ordinary  jurisdiction  according  to  ^e 
eommon  law,  and  an  extraordinary  juriscfetion  aooording 
to  the  rule  of  equity  secundum  equum  et  howum. 

HoWy  by  ordinary  rule  or  law,  can  you  arrive  at  an 
extraordinary  decision  ?  Parliamwt  can  no  more  enact 
rules  for  deciding  what  is  equitable  %€€undum  Bquum  et 
Umuvky  than  trudi  in  morals  can  be  proved  by  matbe* 
matical  demonstratf  on. 

I  cannot  therefore  presume  that  the  legislature^  intend- 
ing to  establish  a  court  to  administer  equity,  could  have 
also  intended  to  fetter  its  administration  with  inflexible 
rules  which  mi^t,  and  occasionally  would,  as  in  this 
case,  frustrate  that  intention,'  and  compel  the  court  to 
pronounce  a  decree  which  it  felt  would  result  in  notfaing 
less  than  manifest  iojustioe* 

There  being  no  positive  law,  that  a  moilgagor  shall 
have  a  right  to  redeem  within  twenty  years,  that  right, 
if  it  exist  at  all,  is  merely  an  equitable  one ;  and  there- 
fore, if  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  it  would  be  inequitable  to  allow 
him  to  redeem,  how  can  he  have  an  equity  of  redemption, 
unless  it  be  on  the  foot  of  a  strict  right  which  the  court 
cannot  restrain,  or  refuse  the  execution  of;  in  which 
case  it  would  not  be  an  equitable,  but  a  legal  right,  and 
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tiien  Dot  an  eqwkg  b«t  a  ng^  to  redeem.  And  it  is  no  1446. 
impeachment  of  the  judgment  of  the  court  reftiring  to 
decree  redemption,  to  allege  that  between  the  same 
parties,  mider  the  same  identical  facts  and  circmnstances, 
the  court,  npon  a  bill  filed  by  the  defendant  against  the 
plamtiff  to  foreclose,  nndonbtedly  &s  in  this  case  ironld 
decree  fbreclosnre;  because  the  prayer  to  foreclose 
necessarily  embraces  a  permission  or  offer  to  redeem, 
and  therefore  it  does  nothing  against  the  will  of  either 
party.  If  the  appellants  had  been  wiUiBg  that  the 
respondents  should  have  been  at  liberty  to  redeem,  and 
had  filed  a  bill  to  foreclose,  unless  the  respondents 
redeemed  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  court,  they 
could  not  have  objected  to  their  request  being  granted ; 
neither  could  the  respondents  object,  as  that  would  be 
precisely  what  they  wanted,  unless  they  declined  redemp- 
tion altogether,  in  which  case  die  whole  proceeding  would 
pass  as  it  w^e  by  the  consent  or  concurrence  of  all 
parties. 

The  question  with  reference  to  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, taken  either  as  a  prescribed  period,  or  as  affording 
a  safe  guide  for  regulating  the  discretion  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  that  respect,  is  not  in  a  case  arising  before 
the  establishment  of  the  court,  whether  the  equity  be 
Barred  by  the  time,  or  by  the  court  be  extinguiihed  or 
rejectedj  though  put  forth  within  time;  but  whether, 
under  the  circumstances  existing,  at  a  period  when  equity 
as  a  system  of  jurisprudence  formed  no  part  of  our  judi- 
cial polity,  the  court  can  or  ought  retrospectively  to  raige 
an  equity,  and  not  whether  they  are  restrained  by  the 
Chancery  Act,  sec.  11,  from  eztinguUhing  it.  Such  a 
Ti0W  of  the  question  always  assumes  that  within  twenty 
years  an  equity  to  redeem  exkUj  which  is  begging  the 
whole  question;  whereas  you  must  first  deterodno 
whether  there  be  an  equity,  and  if  that  question  be 
decided  in  the  negative,  viz.,  that  the  party  has  no 
equity,  then  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider  tiie 
question  of  time. 
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1846/       Having  given  this  very  important  case  the  fullest  con- 
^**v— '  sideration  irhich  I  have  heen  able  to  bestow  upon  it,  I 
▼      am  of  opinion, 

First,  that  as  a  system  of  jurispnidence,  equity  was 
not,  by  the  statute  32  Geo.  III.,  ch.  1,  sec.  8,  as  part  of 
the  law  of  England,  constituted  a  rule  of  decision  in  any 
matter  of  controversy  in  Upper  Canada. 

Secondly,  that  up  to  the  period  of  the  passing  of  the 
Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2,  equity,  as  a  system  of 
jurisprudence,  had  no  place  in  judicial  contemplation  in 
Upper  Canada,  and  could  neither  have  been  recognised 
nor  exerted. 

Thirdly,  that  mortgages,  up  to  the  passing  of  the 
Chancery  Act,  were  simply  conveyances  upon  condition ; 
and  the  estates  thereby  pledged  liable  to  absolute  forfei- 
ture at  law ;  subject,  however,  to  redemption  after  con- 
jodgBMBt  dition  broken,  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  7  Geo. 
II.,  ch.  20. 

Fourthly,  that  upon  the  establishment  of  a  Court  of 
Chancery,  such  court  might  exercise  its  equitable  juris- 
diction retrospectively,  and  by  its  own  inherent  principles, 
without  any  legislative  aid.  / 

Fifthly,  that  the  11th  section  of  the  Chancery  Act 
must  be  regarded  as  having  been  introduced  more  out  of 
greater  caution  than  of  necessity ;  and  that  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  without  the  aid  of  that  provision,  might  have 
afforded  the  same  relief  which  that  section  would  seem 
to  authorise. 

Sixthly,  that  there  is  no  restraining  quality  in  that 
clause  limiting  the  court  in  the  fullest  exercise  of  its 
equitable  principles,  in  relation  to  the  redemption  and 
foreclosure  of  mortgages,  or  in  any  decree  tending  to 
constrain  the  court  against  its  own  sense  of  equity  to 
decree  redemption,  when  it  would  not  have  done  so  had 
there  been  no  such  provision. 
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And  lastly,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  equities  of  this    1846. 
case  are  all  with  the  appellants,  and  that  the  decree  of 
the  court  helow  should  be  reversed. 


Slmpton 

▼. 
Smyth. 


MoLban,  J.y  concurred. 


Decree  of  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor 
reyersed,  and  bill  dismissed. 

Mr.  Blake  asked  for  the  costs  in  the  court  below. 

Mr.  ^9ten  considered  this  a  case  in  w^ich  the  court  would 
not  give  costs ;  the  bill  had  been  sustained  by  the  judg- 
ment of  his  Honour  the  Vice-Ohancellor,  and  this  court 
en  a  former  occasion  had  been  equally  divided  in  opinion. 

RoBnrsoKy  G.  J. — ^And  you  think  it  would  be  unreason- 
able to  expect  the  respondents  to  have  been  better 
advised  upon  the  law  than  his  Honour  and  one  portion  jndgmtnt 
of  this  court.  We  will  take  time  to  consider  the  question ; 
in  the  meantime  let  the  costs  be  reserved. 

On  a  subsequent  day  the  court  directed  an  order  to  be 
drawn  np,  disBussbg  the  bill  with  costs. 


2S  TOL.  I. 


ERROR  AND  APPEAL  REPORTS. 


IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

[Before  the  Son.  the  Cfhief  Justice ;  the  Son.  J.  B. 
Macaulajfj  Ex  C. ;  the  Hon.  Jonas  Jones,  Ex.  C;  the 
Son.  S.  J.  Boulton,  Ex  0. ;  the  Son.  B.  S.  Jameson^ 
Viee-Chancellor  ;  and  the  Son,  Mr.  Justice  McLean.^ 

On  AH  Appeal  rsox  thb  Dxcisioh  or  bib  Hohouk  thb  YicB-CBuroKLLOR 
OF  Upper  Canada. 


Between  Isabella  Baby,  AppeUant^and  Colin  Miller, 
and  Jane  Miller,  his  wife,  David  J.  Smith,  and 
others.  Executors  of  Hugh  T^hXh,  deceased,  ^esponr 
dents. 

WUl,  conttrtietian  of—Cumulalive  Ugaeiu^Charge, 

isth  k  STih  ^  testator,  by  his  will,  gare  the  remdoe  of  hU  real  and  per«ODal 
Maitli,;lM7.  property  to  his  daughter,  the  lands  to  be  held  by  her  in  fee  tail ;  and 
in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  adds,  **  I  wish  and  desire  that  my 
daughter  shall  make  a  competent  provision  for  my  niece,  Mrs.  Baby, 
at  Hamilton  :*'  by  a  codicil,  executed  on  the  same  day  as  the  will,  after 
making  certain  alterations  in  his  will,  he  adds,  "And  I  do  hereby  deTise 
to  my  niece,  Mrs.  Baby,  of  Hamilton,  the  lot  containing  one-fifth  of  an 
acre  fironting  on  School  Street,  in  the  town  of  Kingston.**  Hdd^  first, 
afiSrming  the  decision  of  his  Honour  the  Yioe-Chancellor,  that  the 
words  **  I  wish  and  desire  '*  were  not  precatory  merely,  but  directory, 
and  formed  a  charge  upon  the  residuary  estate ;  and  hdd^  secondly, 
rcTcrsing  the  judgment  of  his  Honour,  that  the  derise,  in  the  codicil, 
of  the  town  lot  in  Kingston,  was  cumulati?e,  and  not  substitutional. 

Mr.  Mowat  and  Mr.  Vankoughnet,  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  Blake  and  Mr.  6^aft,*for  the  respondents. 

Robinson,  C.  J.—Sugh  Earl,  Esq.,  on  the  17th  of 
January,  1841,  made  his  will,  as  follows : 

*^  First,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  beloyed  daughter 
Jane,  all  the  personal  property  which  I  now  own." 

^^  Secondly,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  to  my  said 
daughter,  all  the  real  property  of  which  I  shall  die 
possessed,  to  hold  to  her  during  her  natural  life,  and 
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to  the  heirs  of  her  body  lawfully  begotten,  excepting    1847. 
the  devises  hereinafter  contained." 

He  then  deyises  the  remainder  over,  in  default  of  issue 
of  his  said  daughter,  to  two*  of  bis  nephews,  William 
^e^ry^,  of  Whitby,  in  this  province,  and  Charle9  BeggSj  of 
Dunkirk,  in  the  United  States,  to  James  Hamilton  Blane 
and  John  Earl  Blane,  of  Dundee,  in  Scotland,  and  his 
nieces  Jane  Douglas  Blane  and  her  sister,  if  then  living, 
and  to  the  children  of  his  late  sister  Margaret,  and  to 
the  heirs  of  their  bodies  as  tenants  in  common.  ^  He 
then  devises  to  his  niece  Sarah,  then  living  with  him,  a 
certain  town  lot  in  Kingston,  m  tail,  and  directs  his 
executors  to  rent  the  same  for  her  benefit. 

He  then  gives  and  bequeaths  to  his  niece  Margaret, 
then  in  New  Brunswick,  the  sum  of  j£12  per  annum,  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  rent  of  a  farm  of  his  in  New  Bruns- 
wick. 

He  then  adds,  ^'  I  wish  and  desire  that  my  daughter 
shall  make  a  competent  provision  for  my  niece  Mrs. 
Babj/j  at  Hamilton." 

He  devises  to  his  nephew  William  Beggs,  some  land  in 
Whitby  in  fee  simple. 

He  gives  to  his  niece  Sarah,  the  interest  accruing  due 
on  a  certain  promissory  note,  to  be  paid  to  her  half- 
yearly  during  her  life. 

He  makes  specific  bequests  of  certain  articles  of  small 
value  away  to  other  personal  friends,  and  appoints  2>.  J. 
Smith,  John  R.  Forsyth,  and  Charles  Stuart,  Esquires, 
his  executors. 

On  the  same  day,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  same 
witnesses,  he  executed  a  codicil  in  these  words,  ^^whereas 
I,  Hugh  Earl,  of,  &c.,  have  this  day  made  my  last  will 
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1847.  and  testament  in  writing,  (now  I  do  hereby  declare  this 
present  writing  to  be  as  a  codicil  to  tty  said  will,  and 
direct  the  same  to  be  annexed  thereto,  and  taken  as  part 
thereof.)  I  do  hereby  give  and  beqveath  to  my  niece 
Sarah,  in  addition  to  the  bequests  contained  in  my  said 
will,  the  snm  of  fifteen  pounds  currency  per  anom,  to 
be  paid  to  her  half  yearly  from  and  out  of  the  rents  of  the 
property  which  I  now  own,  and  it  is  my  desire  that  ny 
said  niece  Sarah  and  Mrs.  Robertson  shall  remain  ito  my 
house  till  my  daughter  arrives  from  Europe." 

He  then  on  the  samje  day  executes  a  second  eodiml  in 
these  words,  **  whereas  I,  Buffh  Eatl^  of,  ftc,  hare  this 
day  made  my  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  and 
have  also  made  a  codicil  thereto,  and  whereas  I  have  in 
my  said  will  devised  certain  property  to  Jilmet  JTotnitton 
Blanty  John  Earl  Blane^  Jane  Douffhe  SUme  and  her 
sister,  and  the  children  of  my  late  sister  Margaret^  now 
Judcmtnt  I9  ^he  Said  Hugh  JSarly  being  desirous  of  altering  my  said 
will  in  respect  of  the  said  devisee^  do  therefore  make  this 
present  writing,  which  I  will  and  direct  to  be  annexed  as 
a  codicil  to  my  said  will,  and  taken  as  a  part  thereof,  and 
I  do  hereby  revoke  the  said  devises  by  my  said  will 
given  to  the  above  mentioned  persons,  and  to  the  heirs 
of  their  body,  and  I  do  also  hereby  revoke  the  devise  in 
the  said  will  contained  to  Charles  Beggs  and  the  heirs 
of  his  body,  and  I  do  hereby  devise  all  my  real  property, 
in  case  of  the  decease  of  my  daughter  without  lawful 
heirs,  to  William  BeggSj  of  the  township  of  Whitby,  and 
to  the  heirs  of  his  body  for  ever ;  and  I  do  heretfg  devise 
to  my  niece,  Mrs.  Baby,  of  Hamilton,  the  lot  containing 
one-fifth  of  an  acre  fronting  on  School  Street,  in  the 
town  of  Kingston,  and  opposite  to  the  lot  devised  in  my 
said  will  to  my  niece  Sarah,  the  said  lots  being  numbered 
240  and  241,  respectively,  to  hold  to  her  and  the  heirs  of 
her  body  for  ever.  And  I  do  hereby  direct  that  all  my 
debts  and  funeral  expenses  be  paid  as  soon  after  my 
decease  as  possible,  out  of  the  first  moneys  that  shall 
come  into  the  hands  of  my  executors  from  any  portion 
of  my  estate.*' 
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This  later  ooditil  is  not  executed  in  tlie  preifenoe  of    IMY. 
all  the  same  witnesses  as  the  other ;  both  are  attested  in  ^^^jT^ 
these  words,  ^signed/'  fte.,  and  declared  by  the  sttd    ,jl 
Bugh  Sari  *'  as  and  for  a  eodidl  to  be  added  to  and 
considered  part  of  his  last  will  and  testament,  in  the 
presence  of  ns,    ftc. 

Mrs.  Bahfj  the  appellant  in  this  suit,  who  is  a  widow, 
filed  her  bill  against  the  respondents,  praybg  thai  a 
competent  provision  be  decreed  to  be  made  to  her  ont 
of  the  property,  real  and  personal,  derised  and 
beqaeathed  by  the  will  to  Jane  MUler,  the  testotor's 
daaghter. 

The  respondents  pat  in  their  answer,  in  which  tiie j  ad- 
mitted that  the  testator  died  possessedof  personal  property 
to  the  valite  of  £275,  and  of  real  estate  to  the  vahe  of 
abovt  £9000.  Bnt  they  sabmit  to  tfie  coort,  thai  the 
derise  m  lihe  wiH  of  a  competent  provision  k>  be  made  to 
the  appellant,  is  in  effiMt  revoked  by  the  second  codiml,^ 
which  devises  to  the  appellant  a  spedfic  portion  of  the 
testator's  real  estate,  which  wonid  otherwise  nnder  the 
win  have  gone  to  tiie  respondent  Jane  Miller^  and  oat  of 
which,  together  with  the  personal  estate,  tiie  competent 
provision  was  to  have  been  made. 

His  Honour  the  Yice-OhanccUor  took  that  view  of  the 
effect  of  the  codicil,  and  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs,  bat 
the  canse  being  afterwards  re-heard  upon  petition,  his 
Honoor  reversed  that  part  of  the  decree  whidi  regarded 
costs,  and  ordered  that  the  bill  riionld  stand  dismissed 
withont  costs  to  either  party,  the  appellant  paying  to 
respondents  the  costs  of  {he  re-hearing. 

The  decree  of  the  Vice-chancellor  is  appealed  from. 

We  most  6rst  consider  how  the  case  woald  stand  upon 
the  win  alone,  if  there  had  been  no  codicil ;  it  was  con- 
tended in  theargnment  before  ns,  that  even  in  that  case 
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1847.  the  cdUrt  could  not  rightly  have  decreed  a  provision  to 
the  appellant;  that  the  words  ^^wish  and  desire" 
amounted  to  a  mere  recommendation  to  the  discretionary 
bounty  of  the  daughter ;  that  in  the  language  of  many 
cases  on  this  subject  they  were  merely  precatoryi  and 
not  binding  on  the  devisee  of  the  residuary  estate,  and 
furnished,  therefore,  no  ground  for  a  compulsory 
decree. 

Secondly,  that  such  a  direction  could  not  be  carried 
into  effect  on  the  footing  of  a  trust  binding  on  the  devisee, 
because  it  was  wholly  uncertain  what  would  constitute  a 
competent  provision,  and  there  was  nothing  definite  for 
the  court  to  act  upon.  On  this  part  of  the  case  his 
Honour's  opinion  was  in  favour  of  the  appellant,  and  we 
think  rightly.  I  do  not  indeed  imagine  that  the  respon- 
dents had  much  expectation  of  leading  us  to  a  different 
conclusion  on  that  point.  The  cases  which'  bear  upon  it 
are  very  numerous,  most  of  them  were  cited,  and  after 
an  examination  and  a  comparison  with  the  terms  of  the 
will,  we  have  no  doubt  that  we  must  hold  the  words 
'*  wish  and  desire,"  when  thus  used  by  a  person  having 
a  right  to  control,  to  be  equivalent  to  a  direction, 
unaccompanied  as  they  are  by  any  words  tending  to 
limit  the  expression  to  a  mere  recommendation  to  the 
daughter's  favour,  and  leaving  her  to  make  a  provision 
or  not  according  to  circumstances  which  she  was  to  judge 
of,  such  as  the  behaviour  and  merits  of  the  party  the 
claim  of  others,  &c.  It  is  upon  such  qualifications  of  the 
devise  expressed  by  the  testator,  that  the  doubts  in  such 
cases  have  turned,  and  then  the  courts  could  not  but  feel 
that  if  they  were  to  make  a  compulsory  decree,  they 
would  be  contravening  the  will  of  the  testator,  by  assum- 
ing a  discretion  which  he  had  reposed  in  other  hands. 
There  is  nothing  of  the  kind  here ;  it  is  true  that  Mr. 
Jarmifiy  in  his  Treatise  onWills,  considers,  as  other  authors 
do  who  have  written  recently  on  the  subject,  that  the 
tendency  of  the  courts  in  the  present  day  is  to  refuse  to 
give  effect  to  this  kind  of  language  in  wills  as  sufficient 
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to  create  a  trust ;  but  I  cannot  say  that  when  we  examine  1847. 
the  decisions  they  refer  to  as  evidences  of  this  inclina- 
tion, there  is  any  clear  appearance  of  fi  change  in  the 
doctrine  and  practice  of  the  court.  Any  cases  in  which 
the  courts  have  refused  to  recognise  a  trust  as  created  by 
a  will  of  this  description,  are  cases  which  it  can  scarcely 
be  supposed  would  have  been  at  any  time  otherwise 
decided,  and  certainly  they  are  not  cases  which  could 
with  any  propriety  be  allowed  to  govern  the  present, 
being  substantially  different  in  their  circumstances. 

If  the  testator  had,  instead  of  ^'a  competent  provision," 
inserted  a  sum  of  money,  or  an  annuity,  leaving  all  the 
other  words  in  that  clause  of  the  will  the  same,  no  one 
could  doubt  that  his  wish  and  desire  that  the  devisee  of  ^ 
his  real  and  personal  estate  should  pay  his  niece  such 
sum  of  money,  would  have  bound  her  if  she  took  the 
estate.  I  take  it  to  be  the  law  still,  that  words  of  a  tes- 
tator intimating  a  request,  wish,  or  desire,  are  sufficient,  jBd«aitnt 
when  they  are  so  plain  and  unequivocal  as  in  this  case, 
to  create  a  trust,  provided  there  be  certainty  of  the  gift 
and  of  the  oijeet  to  be  benefitted,  (a)  The  authorities  on  this 
point  are  collected  in  a  note  to  the  case  of  Harding  v. 
Glyn^  and  we  find  no  modern  decision  conflicting 
with  those  cases  to  such  an  extent  as  to  create  any  diffi- 
culty in  adhering  to  them,  so  far  as  this  will  is  con- 
cerned. 

Now  if  this  point  be  as  clear  of  doubt  as  I  apprehend, 
the  only  other  ground  on  which  a  question  can  be  raised 
upon  the  will,  taken  by  itself,  is,  that  instead  of  a  sum  of 
money,  or  any  thing  specific,  the  will  directs  (for  so  I 
regard  it)  that  the  testator's  daughter  and  residuary 
devisee  shall  make  a  competent  provision  for  this  appel- 
lant. 

(fl)  Poshman  t.  Filloter,  3  Ves.  7 ;  Cole  v.  Turner,  4  Rase.  876 ; 
MirehonMT.  Seaife,  2  M.  &  C.  695;  Foley  t.  Perry,  6  Sim.  18S; 
Medlloota  t.  Bowes,  1  Ves.  Sr.  207 ;  Gary  t.  Gary,  2  8.  &  L.  at  p.  189 : 
Harding  t.  Glyn,  1  Atk.  469;  2  Jannia  on  Wills,  688;  Yin.  Ab. 
Charge  D.  PL  16. 
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184T.  But  we  do  not  find  that  we  ghould  be  warranted  in 
^'^'^^'w  holding  that  there  ia  sneh  an  unoertainty  here  as  xnnat 
,▼•_  make  the  direction  of  no  effect ;  the  difference  between 
8och  a  direction  and  some  that  have  been  held  too 
nncertaini  such  as  where  a  testator  directed  ''  handsome 
gratuities  *'  to  be  given  to  A.  B.  and  0.  D.,  is  quite 
o'bvious.  It  is  very  common  to  direct,  in  willsp  that  a 
suitable  msintenance  shall  be  provided  for,  or  a  suitable 
education  given,  &c.,  to  some  object  of  the  testator's 
bounty,  and  there  is  sufficient  certainty  in  such  directions 
to  admit  of  their  being  carried  into  effect  without  a  mere 
arbitrary  exercise  of  authority  on  the  part  of  the  court. 
What  may  be  etympeieiU  under  the  circumstances,  is 
matter  of  evidence,  having  all  the  circumstances  in  view: 
if  A.  B.  were  to  take  an  estate  upon  the  consideration  of 
making  competent  provision  for  the  person  conveying  it, 
and  were  to  give  his  bond  or  covenant  to  that  effect,  I 
conceive  he  would  be  liable  in  an  action  to  pay  such 
damages  as  a  jury  might  assess,  if  he  failed  to  make  a 
provision.  The  undertakmg  would  be  sufficiently  certain 
for  a  court  of  law  to  enforce,  and  not  less' sufficient  fnr  a 
court  of  equity,  which  acts  on  the  conscience  of  the 
party,  and  upon  a  perfect  investigation  into  all  the  cir- 
cumstances. 

In  the  case  of  Abraham  v.  Alman^  (a)  though  the 
court  thought  it  could  not  give  effect  to  the  will,  for 
reasons  which,  if  clearly  satisfactory,  were  peculiar  to 
that  case,  yet  I  think  it  apparent,  that  such  a  direction 
as  this  will  contains  would  not  have  been  felt  to  create 
any  difficulty.  That  case,  indeed,  and  the  case  of 
Br<^d  V.  Jtsvan,  cited  in  the  note  to  it,  are  sufficient  to 
shew  that  upon  the  face  of  the  will  before  ua,  if  there 
wer^  nothing  else  in  the  case,  the  appellant  might  well 
claim  in  a  court  of  equity  to  have  a  competent  provision 
decreed  against  the  residuary  devisee  and  legatee. 

Bo  far  we  agree  in  opinion  with  his  Honour  the  Viee- 

(a)  1  RoflMll,  609.         "'~*~ 
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Ckstieellor.  tlpon  the  other  point  in  the  oa?6  we  find  our-  1847. 
selves  constrained  to  differ.  We  do  not  consider  that  the 
gift  of  a  competent  provision,  made  by  the  will,  is  revoked 
by  the  second  codicil.  We  look  upon  the  gift  of  the  town 
lot  as  onmnlative,  not  as  substituted  in  place  of  the  other. 
This  is  a  question  proper  to  be  decided  upon  the  face  of 
the  will  and  codicils  alone,  as  I  apprehend ;  though  there 
are  to  be  found  cases,  in  which  regard  seems  to  have 
been  paid  to  the  circumstances  of  the  estate  or  other 
matters  external,  to  aid  in  determining  whether  the  latter 
bequest  is  to  be  taken  as  in  place  of  the  other,  or  in 
addition  to  it.  If,  however,  the  value  of  the  town  lot 
given  bj  the  codicil,  or  the  circumstances  of  Mrs.  B^by^ 
could  have  been  considered  as  material  in  deciding  the 
question,  there  was  no  evidence  on  these  points  beforo 
the  courts  and  the  case  is  in  fact  left  to  turn  upon  the 
documents  themselves.  The  general  principle  undoubt- 
edly isy  that  the  kfaoies,  devises,  &c.,  so  given  or  made, 
are  to  be  taken  as  intended  to  be  in  addition,  and  not 
that  the  last  gift  revokes  tl^e  first ;  but  the  intention  is  to 
govern,  wherever  that  can  be  discovered,  as  it  often  may. 
Accordingly,  in  the  great  multitude  of  ^ases  of  this  des- 
cription, which  it  would  be  tedious  to  refer  to,  the  courts 
have  held  one  way  or  the  other,  according  to  the  indica- 
tions which  they  thought  the  will  afforded  of  the  testa- 
tor's intention ;  taking  it  for  granted,  as  at  the  present 
day  at  least  they  do,  that  where  there  is  no  ground 
affivded  for  a  contrary  inference,  the  testator  means  that 
the  legatee  should  take  all  that  he  has  given. 

Now,  on  the  face  of  this  will^  I  see  nothing  that  we 
eould  rely  upon  as  shewing  the  testator's  intention, 
that  because  he  had  given  to  this  niece  (the  appellant)  a 
town  lot,  she  was  therefore  not  to  have  the  competent  pro* 
vision  which  he  had  assigned  to  her  by  his  will.  He 
had  given  his  other  niece  Sarah,  by  his  will,  a  Uum  lot, 
m  the  first  place ;  then  he  gave  her  the  interest  of  a 
a  eertain  promissory  note,  which  might  or  might  not 
prodace  her  any  thing  in  fact,  upon  which  I  should  think 
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1817,  the  testator  had  some  doubts,  for  by  the  first  codicil  he 
gives  her  £15  a  year  in  addition,  which  we  may  reason- 
ably suppose  he  meant  to  be  a  barely  competent  provision, 
something  that  would  keep  her  above  want,  but  some- 
thing which  might  be  required  for  that  purpose,  notwith- 
standing his  gift  to  her  of  a  town  lot.  Then  with  regard 
to  his  other  niece,  (this  appellant,)  he  takes  up  the 
subjects  in  an  inverse  order ;  he  first  desires,  by  the  wiU, 
that  she  shall  have  a  competent  provision,  and  then  on 
the  same  day,  in  a  codicil,  gives  her  also  a  town  lot. 
Both  these  objects  of  his  bounty  stand  in  the  same  rela- 
tion to  him.  The  town  lots  which  he  had  given  to  each, 
respectively,  stand  on  the  opposite  sides  of  a  street  in 
the  same  town.  In  the  absence  of  all  means  of  judging 
by  comparison,  we  cannot  safely  assume  otherwise  than 
that  the  lots  were  of  a  similar  value ;  and  that  the  tes- 
tator's nieces  might  require  to  have,  and  that  the 
testator  might  reasonably  intend  they  should  have,  a  like 
degreeof  support  from  his  estate.  If  so,  then  we  should 
be  disturbing  his  arrangement^,  by  leaving  with  the  one 
both  the  pecuniary  provision  and  the  town  lot,  and  com- 
pelling the  other,  •because  she  got  the  town  lot,  to  give 
up  the  pecuniary  provision,  though  that,  for  all  we  know, 
might  leave  her  without  a  competent  maintenance,  or 
any  thing  approaching  to  it.  We  have  no  means  of  say- 
ing that  the  one  is  any  thing  like  an  equivalent  for  the 
other.  The  testator  has  not  declared  that  he  intended 
it  to  be  a  substitution.  It  is  urged  that  he  has  done  so 
negatively  at  least,  by  inserting,  in  the  case  of  the 
second  gift  to  Sarahj  the  words  '*  in  addition  to  the 
bequests  contained  in  my  will,"  while  he  uses  no  such 
words  when  he  gives  the  second  gift  to  the  appellant. 
But  besides  that  it  has  been  decided,  that  the  mere  cir- 
cumstance that  such  words  are  used  in  one  part  and  not 
used  in  another  of  the  same  will,  cannot  be  taken  to  be 
conclusive  upon  the  point ;  it  is  to  be  considered  that  the 
a4ditional  bequests  to  the  nieces  are  contained  in  distinct 
codicils,  and  though  signed  on  the  same  day,  they  may 
not  have  been  written   by  the  same  hand;  they  are 
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attested  by  different  witnesses.  One  person  drawing  1847. 
such  a  coiicil  may  have  thought  it  well  to  insert  the  words, 
in  addition,  from  greater  caution ;  another  might  be 
aware  that  it  was  unnecessary,  for  that  the  law  would  so 
hold  if  nothing  to  the  contrary  were  said.  In  regard  to 
the  niece  Sarahy  besides,  the  testator  might  imagine,  if 
the  town  lot  were  of  much  less  value  than  j£15  a  year, 
that  the  giving  her  afterwards  that  annuity  would  be 
deemed  a  cancelling  of  the  less  valuable  gift,  and  so  that 
it  would  be  safer,  as  he  meant  otherwise,  to  express  it  as 
in  that  codicil  he  does.  But  he  could  hardly  have  con- 
ceived, that  where  he  had  by  his  will  given  any  gift  of  H 
pecuniary  nature  to  his  niece  Mrs.  Baby^  (such  as  his 
direction  that  she  should  be  competently  provided  for,) 
that  the  mere  gift  of  a  town  lot,  which  may  or  may  not 
have  been  worth  £10,  would  cancel  the  other.  It  most 
clearly  would  not  in  any  such  case,  and  it  could  not 
seem  reasonable  to  any  testator  that  it  should,  unless 
indeed  the  land  amounted  to  a  competent  provision,  which 
we  are  not  at  liberty  to  assume,  especially  as  the  town 
lot  is  n(tt  devised  to  her  in  fee  simple.  And  it  was 
urged  with  reason,  in  the  argument,  that  any  inference 
that  could  be  drawn  from  inserting  the  words  "  in  addi- 
tion "  in  one  codicil,  and  omitting  them  in  the  other,  is 
at  least  neutralised  by  the  circumstances  that  in  the 
second  codicil,  which  contains  the  gift  of  the  town  lot  to 
the  appellant,  the  testator  has  expressly  declared  what 
parts  of  his  will  he  meant  to  revoke  by  that  codicil,  and 
does  not  revoke  the  direction  in  the  will,  that  the  appel- 
lant shall  have  a  competent  maintenance,  while  he  does 
in  terms  revoke  the  other  provisions  in  his  will ;  and  in 
the  body  of  the  same  codicil  declares  in  express  words 
that  what  he  was  thereby  directing  ^^  should  be  annexed 
as  a  codicil  to  his  will,  and  taken  a^  part  thereof;"  that 
is,  as  a  part  of  the  will  as  it  will  stand  when  those  parts 
only  are  revoked  which  he  in  terms  revokes,  leaving  the 
unaltered  parts  and  the  codicils  to  be  read  together.  On 
the  whole,  I  should  think  the  case  afforded  no  room  what- 
ever for  doubt,  if  it  were  not  for  the  consideration  which 
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1847.  induced  bis  Honour  the  Yice-pChancellor  to  dismias  the 
billy  namely^  that  Ihe  town  lot  devised  by  the  second 
ODdicil,  is  so  much  taken  from  the  residuary  estate  devis^ 
by  the  will  to  the  daughter,  out  of  which  alone  she  could 
be  called  upon  to  make  the  provision;  and  that  the 
appellant  therefore  cannot  have  both.  No  doubt  in 
inany  cases  that  would  be  clearly  the  effect ;  and  it  might 
be  evident  upon  the  face  of  the  will,  that  it  would  be 
unjust  and  absurd  to  hold  otherwise ;  but  this  case, 
knowing  no  more  of  it  than  we  do,  does  net  stand  before 
us  as  a  case  of  that  kind.  Jt  may,  or  may  not,  for  all 
that  appears,  be  reasonable  and  consistent,  that  the 
daughter  should  afford  a  competent  provision  to  the 
appellant,  although  the  codicil  has  taken  this  town  lot 
from  her.  If  we  were  to  hold  that  the  two  cannot  stand 
together,  then  we  must  hold,  that  if  the  testator  had,  by 
the  codicil,  given  the  minutest  portion  of  the  real  estate, 
or  any  trifling  article  of  personal  property,  to  the 
appellant,  (for  by  the  will  the  daughter  takes  the  residue 
of  both,)  she  must  give  up  all  claim  for  maintenance.  We 
do  not  find  that  the  cases  lay  down  any  such  principle  in 
the  abstract,  and  it  would  be  extraordinary  if  they  did, 
for  it  would  gc'nerally  run  counter  to  the  intention  of  the 
testator.  If  indeed  it  should  turn  out,  when  the  proper 
enquiry  comes  to  be  made,  that  the  town  lot  devised  by 
the  codicil,  goes  far  towards  supplying  a  competent  pro- 
vision ;  or  that  being  taken  away,  it  leaves  so  lictle  with 
the  residuary  devisee,  that  she  has  not  the  adequate 
means  which  the  will  contemplates,  of  complying  with 
the  direction  in  that  respect,  then  we  must  suppose  that 
upcm  the  master's  report,  due  allowance  will  be  made  for 
the  facts  as  they  shall  appear ;  but  on  what  is  disclosed 
to  US9  we  do  not  think  that  the  codicil  deprives  the 
appellant  of  the  claim  to  a  competent  provision  under 
the  willy  in  measuring  which  it  would  no  doubt  be  right 
to  take  into  account  what  the  town  lot  in  question  can 
properly  be  reckoned  upon  for  supplying  towards  that 
purpose ;  a  provision  may  be. competent  with  it,  which 
woidd  not  be  competent  without  it ;  and  the  possession 
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of  tbat  property,  as  well  as  other  cureamstaiiees  of  the  19iT. 
appellant,  m«  to  be  taken  into  ooBfideratioD  ;  for  it  is 
only  a  eompetent  provision,  all  things,  of  course,  conad- 
ered,  which  the  appellant  eandaim.  The  will  and  codicils 
are  to  be  all  read  as  forming  the  testator's  wiD,  and 
the  effect  of  them  is,  to  give  certain  gifts  and  benefits  to 
others;  and  to  his  daogbter  what  remains  after  his 
directions  haye  been  carried  into  effect 

Following  the  conrse  taken  by  the  conrt  in  the  case 
of  Broad  r.  Beavan^  which  I  hsTe  referred  to,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  decree  which  has  been  made  should  be 
roTcrsed,  and  that  we  should  declare  that  the  appellant 
is  entitled  by  the  will  to  a  competent  proTision,  to  be 
made  out  of  tiie  estate  devised  to  Jane  Miller  ;  that  the 
master  shall  enquire  and  report  upon  the  condition  of 
the  appellant,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  estate,  as 
was  done  in  that  case,  with  a  riew  to  such  order  being 
made  in  favour  of  the  appellant,  as  his  Honour  on  the  #« 
master's  report  shall  find  to  be  most  just  and  convenient 
in  reference  to  all  the  facts  of  the  case. 
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IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

[Before  the  Hon.  J.  B,  Robineon^  Chief  Justiee  ;  the 
Hon.  J.  B.  Maeaulatf,  Ex.  0. ;  and  the  Hon.  H.  J. 
BouUon,  Ex.  (?.] 

Ox  AX  Appeal  pbom  the  Dsciaioii  ov  His  Hohoub  the  Vioe-Chaitcbllok 
ov  Upper  Cavada. 


Betwem  John  Tobbanob  and  William  Lunn,  ApptU 
lanta,  and  Robbbt  Pileinqtok  Crooks,  and  othere^ 
Beepondente. 

PraeHee — Supplemental  antwer. 

Angoit  26,    A  bill  bftTing  been  filed  agunst  trustees  and  executors,  residing  at 
2^ftiid  28,        Montreal,  in  the  provioce  of  Lower  Canada,  for  an  account  of  the 
1847.  estate  of  the  testator,  who  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  for  some 

years  prenouslj,  had  been  domiciled  there;  the  trustee,  ftc, 
although  not  obliged  to  do  so,  had  appeared  to,  and  answered  the 
bill,  submitting  to  account,  &c.,  in  such  manner  as  the  court  should 
direct  Afterwards,  and  before  any  evidence  had  been  taken,  they 
disooTcred  that  there  was  a  yery  important  difference  as  to  the 
responsibility  incurred  by  them  according  to  the  laws  of  Upper 
Canada,  and  what  they  would  have  inourrad  according  to  the  laws 
of  Lower  Canada,  but  which  at  the  time  of  filing  their  answer  they 
were  not  aware  did  exist ;  they  then  moyed  the  court,  upon  i^dayits 
setting  forth  these  facts,  to  be  allowed  to  file  a  supplemental  answer, 
for  the  purpose  of  stating  the  fact  of  foreign  domicile,  and  the  law 
of  Lower  Canada,  according  to  which  alone  they  had  always  acted. 
Held^  that  under  the  circumstances,  they  ought  to  be  allowed  to  file 
a  supplemental  answer,  for  the  purpose  of  placing  these  fSacts  upon 
the  pleadings ;  and  hdd^  also,  that  although  the  effect  of  such  per- 
mission mi{|ht  be  to  enable  the  parties  to  set  up  a  defence  of  the 
want  of  junsdiotion  in  the  courts  of  this  proyince,  to  interfere  in  the 
snlject  matter  of  the  suit,  still  that  was  not  any  objection  against 
it,  but  rather  a  reason  why  they  should  be  permitted  to  file  the 
supplemental  answer. 

Mr.  Nanton  and  Mr.  Mowatj  for  the  appellants. 

Mr.  Eatenj  for  the  respondents. 

Mr.  JVanton,  in  reply. 

The  nature  of  the  case,  the  arguments  of  counsel,  and 
the  authorities  cited,  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judgment 
of  the  court. 
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RoBiKSOir,  C.  J. — ^The  appellants  complain  of  an  order  18f7. 
of  his  Honour  the  Yioe-Chanoellor,  rescinding  an  order 
which  he  had  before  made,  giving  leaye  to  the  appellants 
and  John  MeKenzie,  who  was  a  defendant  with  them  in 
the  coort  below,  to  file  a  supplemental  answer  for  the 
purpose  of  introdndng  upon  the  pleadings  certain  facts,  in 
order  to  shew  that  the  transactions  through  which  they  are 
sought  to  be  charged,  took  place  chiefly  in  Lower  Canada, 
where  the  appellants  were  and  are  domiciled,  and  where 
the  testator  whom  they  represent  also  was  domiciled  at  the 
time  of  his  death ;  and  that  they  are,  under  the  circum- 
stances, only  liable  to  be  charged  according  to  the  laws 
of  that  country ;  and  that  in  point  of  fact,  those  laws 
differ  materially,  in  regard  to  the  subject  matter  of  this 
suit,  fnmi  the  laws  of  Upper  Canada. 

The  effect  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  rescinding  the  order 
which  he  had  once  granted,  and  which  had  been  drawn 
up  and  passed,  but  not  entered,  is  to  deny  to  the  appel- 
lants an  opportunity  of  thus  amending  their  answer. 

The  appeal  does  not  turn  upon  any  question  of  juris- 
diction, but  the  subject  could  not  fail  to  be  adverted  to 
upon  the  argument,  and  it  was  more  or  less  discussed  by 
the  learned  counsel  on  both  sides. 

We  must  suppose  the  respondents  to  assume,  that  on 
some  ground  or  other  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Upper 
Canada  can  exercise  jurisdiction  and  give  relief  in  all  the 
matters  of  which  they  hare  complained,  and  so  far  as 
the  cause  has  gone,  the  appellants  have  seemed  not 
unwilling  to  concede  that  they  may,  and  they  have 
seemed  to  content  themselves  with  maintaining,  that  in 
regard  to  their  execution  of  the  trust  committed  to  them 
by  their  testator,  the  courts  here,  in  proceeding  to  oon- 
trol  them,  must  apply  the  law  of  Lower  Canada,  upon 
the  principle  of  lex  locu 

Without  desiring  to  travel  out  of  the  subject  matter  of 


OMOkti 


BRROB  AKB  APPSAL  ftBPOBtfl. 

1847.  Mb  appeal,  I  wish  to  be  understood,  that  on  whatever 
•J^^j^  prineipleB  it  may  have  been  asBnmed  that  the  Court  of 
Ohancery  of  Upper  Canada,  can  exercise  a  jurisdiotion 
ia  regard  to  all  the  matters  stated  in  the  bill,  I  am  net 
of  opinion  that  the  standing  orders  of  the  court,  which 
were  referred  to  in  the  argument,  (the  68rd  and  164th,  I 
think,)  can  at  all  affect  the  question.  The  whole  object 
of  those  orders  evidently  is,  to  afford  facility  in  bringing 
absent  parties  before  the  court,  to  answer  in  those  esses 
over  which  the  cotEurt  can  legally  claim  jurisdiction.  It 
is  not  pretended  by  such  orders  to  extend  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  to  any  objects  over  which  its  eontrot  would 
not  otherwise  rightfully  extend. 

It  could  not  have  been  designed  to  give  them  that 
effect ;  and  if  it  had  been,  that  end,  it  is  plain,  could 
not  have  been  attained  by  them. 

n  I  If  Ae  jurisdiction  had  been  called  in  question,  or  if 
the  pleadings  were  such  as  necessarily  to  bring  the  point 
under  the  view  of  the  court,  then  I  conceive  the  decision 
of  it  would  not  have  been  affected  by  those  orders,  which 
could  clearly  not  confer  any  new  or  enlarged  jurisdiction. 
As  the  pleadings  in  their  present  shape  do  not  state  the 
case  in  such  a  manner  as  to  call  upon  us  to  consider  the 
question  of  jurisdiotion,  I  shall  say  no  more  at  this  time 
upon  it. 

With  regard  to  the  point  of  practice  raised  by  the 
appeal)  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  first  impression  of  hm 
Qonotir  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  the  correct  one,  and 
that  he  could  and  ought  to  have  allowed  the  supplemental 
answer  to  be  filed. 

It  is  olgected  as  one  reason  against  it,  that  it  wouU  i« 
effect  be  <^ning  a  way  to  the  party  to  except  t6  the 
jurisdiction,  after  he  has  acquiesced  in  it*  But  if  that 
effect  could  follow,  it  would,  I  think,  be  no  reason  against 
it,  but  th«  contrary,  in  a  case  such  as  tikis  is  stated  to  be 
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in  the  appellaDts'  affidmyits.  When  a  party  withdraws  1847. 
himself  and  his  property  from  the  country  in  which  he 
has  had  transactions  and  incurred  liabilities,  and  takes 
np  his  residence  in  England,  we  know  the  gronnds  upon 
which  the  courts  of  equity  there,  having  him  within  their 
jurisdiction,  and  tsJdng  upon  themselTes  agtre  tn 
perionam^  compel  him  to  do  what  good  conscience 
requires.  If  they  did  not  in  such  cases  take  cognisance 
of  equitable  claims  transitory  in  their  nature,  there  would 
frequently  be  no  remedy,  for  the  party  may  have  left 
his  own  country  expressly  for  the  purpose  of  evading  his 
liabilities. 

Without  stopping  to  enquire  into  the  distinctions 
which  have  been  established  as  to  the  extent  of  the  juris- 
diction which  may  be  so  assumed,  it  is  obvious  that  in 
cases  of  that  nature,  and  in  cases  where  the  existence  of 
peculiar  local  jurisdiction,  in  England,  may  occasion 
difficulty,  the  interests  of  justice  are  concerned  in  hold- 
ing persons  strictly  to  the  necessity  of  excepting  at  the 
proper  time,  and  in  the  proper  manner ;  and  if  they  do 
not,  then  to  regard  them  as  having  waived  all  question, 
by  their  acquiescence. 

But  the  proposed  supplemental  answer  states  a  case 
of  a  different  kind;  and  the  question  of  jurisdiction, 
which,  upon  some  points,  at  least,  of  the  respondents' 
case,  and  the  proposed  answer,  would  seem  capable  of 
being  raised,  would  be,  whether  the  court  b  not  asked 
to  interfere,  without  any  pretence  whatever,  in  a  matter 
of  wholly  foreign  jurisdiction,  not  merely  as  regards  the 
subject  matter,  but  as  regards  the  persons  whom  the 
court  is  desired  to  controul. 

I  refer  now  particularly  to  that  part  of  the  bill  which 
prays  relief,  as  it  is  sworn  in  the  affidavits,  against 
persons  who  have  been  always,  and  are  now  domiciled  in 
Lower  Canada,  and  prays  relief  against  them  in  regard 
to  an  administration  committed  to  them  by  the  proper 
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1847.  authority  of  that  country,  and  exercised  there  upon 
assets  within  Lower  Canada,  and  in  execution  of  a  will 
made  there,  and  by  a  testator  domiciled  there  at  the 
time  of  his  death. 

Now,  without  saying  whether  such  statements  do  or  do 
not  certainly  shew  a  case  in  which  the  Court  of  Chancery 
of  Upper  Canada  has  no  pretence  for  interfering,  it  is 
clear,  I  think,  that  there  is  nothing  which  a  court  of 
justice  would  more  scrupulously  avoid,  than  meddling  in 
any  case,  of  which  it  could  truly  be  said,  that  all  they 
might  assume  to  do  in  it  must  be  coram  nonjudice* 

They  would  be  helping  no  one  effectively  by  such  an 
interference,  but  might  be  creating  confusion  and  diffi- 
culty, and  no  court  would  suffer  itself  to  be  driven  with 
its  eyes  open  into  such  a  course ;  and  it  is  therefore  in 
my  opinion  no  objection  to  the  amendment  which  is 
Judgment  ^^^^^f  ^^^^  ^^  ^^7  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ascertainment  of  such 
facts  as  might  bring  the  jurisdiction  in  question  ;  for  if  it 
is  surmised  that  there  is  really  an  objection  of  this 
vital  kind  to  the  court  interfering,  the  sooner  it  is 
brought  into  light  and  disposed  of  the  better. 

In  Fenn  v.  Lord  Baltimore^  (a)  Lord  Hardmcke 
observes,  ^'  a  court  of  equity,  if  a  plain  defect  of  juris- 
diction appears  at  the  hearing,  will  no  more  make  a  decree 
than  where  a  plain  want  of  equity  appears,"  Upon  this 
point  of  jurisdiction,  I  refer  to  Boberdeau  v.  BouSf  (b) 
Lord  Cranstown  v.  Johnston,  {c) 

I  may  be  in  error  in  this  view  of  the  subject,  but  I 
certainly  consider  that  any  doubts  of  such  a  nature  as 
have  been  suggested  respecting  the  jurisdiction,  instead 
of  being  arguments  against  allowing  the  supplemental 
answer,  should  rather  have  weighed  with  the  court  to 
gra  nt  it,  in  order  that  it  might  see  its  true  position  inregard 
to  jurisdiction  without  delay ;  and  we  ought,  I  think, 

(a)  1  Ves.  Senr.  446.  (h)  1  Atk.  648. 

?c)  SVes.Jr.  182. 
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to  lean  towards  facilitating  the  placing  upon  the  record    1847. 
the  alleged  facts  in  that  respect,  so  that  they  may  be 
proved  or  disproved  in  an  open  and  formal  manner. 

With  regard  to  the  propriety  of  allowing  the  supple- 
mental answer  under  the  circumstances,  I  think  both 
reason  and  authority  are  strongly  in  support  of  it. 

The  case  has  been  very  ably  argued  on  both  ^ides,  and 
all  the  decisions  cited  that  the  industry  of  counsel  could 
discover.  The  current  of  authority  seems  to  me  consis- 
tent in  favour  of  allowing  the  supplemental  answer,  for 
the  purpose  for  which  it  is  desired  here. 

It  IS  not  the  case  of  a  defendant  seeking  to  retract  an 
admission,  or  to  depart  from  a  statement  which  he  has 
made,  and  to  substitute  another  for  it,  when  it  might  be 
doubtful  whether  the  first  statement  or  the  second  was 
the  true  one.  The  application  is  not  only  before  the  jadgnMut 
hearing,  but  before  evidence  taken. 

The  fac:  of  foreign  domicile,  and  the  fact  of  what  the 
law  of  Lower  Canada  is  in  regard  to  the  rights  and  duties 
of  executors,  are  neither  of  them  points  in  which  there 
is  the  slightest  reason  for  apprehending  that  the  appel- 
lants can  deal  unfairly  with  the  respondents,  or  the  court, 
in  whatever  statement  they  may  make. 

No  one  can  read  the  pleadings  as  they  stand,  without 
feeling  satisfied  what  the  fact  really  is,  in  regard  to  the 
domicile  of  the  testator,  and  of  these  appellants. 

The  extracts  of  correspondence  spread  out  on  the  bill, 
and  the  various  statements  in  it,  shew  plainly  enough  to 
the  apprehension  of  any  man,  that  the  testator  was  living 
in  Montreal  for  many  years,  and  carrying  on  large 
business  there  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  and  it  is  just 
as  plain  that  the  appellants  have  been  also  all  domiciled 
there  continuously. 
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1647.  There  can  be  no  impoedtion  designed  or  attempted  in 
respect  to  either  point ;  it  is  no  questionable  fact  that 
these  defendants  wish  to  place  npon  the  record,  the  tmth 
of  which  may  be  known  only  to  themselves,  or  which 
they  have  it  in  their  power  to  distort  or  give  a  false 
appearance  to.  And  as  regards  the  law  of  Lower 
Canada^  there  can  be  no  misleading  by  the  appellants 
on  that  point. 

In  this  respect,  this  case  before  us  differs  from  those 
in  which  the  courts  have  refused  the  amendment.  The 
oases  of  TicUtoell  v.  Bowyer^  {a)  ffewes  v.  Hewes^  (6) 
Nail  V.  PunteTj  (c)  Bdl  v.  DunmorCf  {d)  Dagly  v. 
Orumpf  {e)  Fulton  v.  Oilmare^  (/)  Swallow  v.  Day,  {jg) 
Maggridge  v.  Eodgsonj  (A)  Frankland  v.  Overendj  (t)  all 
tend  to  support  the  application,  the  last  mentioned  case 
strongly,  because  it  was  after  rule  to  pass  publication, 
and  the  defendant  had  admitted  the  plaintiff 's  case  in  a 
point  which,  by  ordinary  diligence  in  enquiry,  he  could 
readily  and  certainly  have  ascertained,  and  yet  he  was 
allowed  to  amend  his  answer,  and  deny  what  he  had 
admitted. 

I  have  looked  into  all  the  cases  referred  to,  and  I 
have  found  nothing  in  addition  to  them  worth  citing. 

I  consider  this  case  stronger  in  favour  of  the  applica- 
tion than  most  of  them. 

The  cases  relied  on  upon  the  other  side  do  not  seem 
to  me  to  be  any  of  them  such  as  should  lead  us  to  say 
that  the  application  should  have  been  refused ;  a  reason 
for  refusing  is  obvious  in  all  of  them,  such  as  could  not 
be  truly  urged  here. 

In  McDougall  v.  Purrier^  (j)  the  court  refused  the 
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4  Sim.  482.  (d)  7  Beav. 
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ia)  7  Bim.  64.  (6)  4  Sim.  1. 

e)  4  Sim.  482. 
e)  1  Diok.  86. 
/)  9  Jurist,  1,  confirmed  on  appeal,  (1845,  p.  265.) 
<^)  9  Jar.  806.  (A)  2  Anet.  448. 

(•)  9  Sim.  866.  (/)  4  Rubs,  486. 
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amendment^  bat  it  was  at  a  much  later  stage  of  the  pro-  1847. 
ceedings.  I  conclude  that  the  suit  bound  no  greater  ^ 
interest  than  the  right  to  the  tithes  for  the  term  in  respect 
to  which  they  were  claimed.  If  it  could,  it  would  have 
seemed  more  consistent  with  justice  to  have  allowed  the 
amendment,  but  it  was  a  fair  matter  for  the  exercise  of 
the  Chancellor's  discretion  under  the  circumstances. 

Welh  v.  Woodf  (a)  there  the  amendment  was  refused 
but  the  defendant  wished  to  admit  a  fact  he  had  denied, 
and  he  did  not  satisfactorily  shew  why  he  had  made  the 
former  misstatement.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  however, 
stated  the  question  to  be  always  ^'  one  for  the  discretion 
of  the  court  in  the  particular  case." 

f  Greenwood  v.  Atkineon,  (b)  where  it  was  also  refused, 
affords  no  argument  against  the  amendment  here,  but 
the  contrary ;  and  the  same,  I  think,  may  be  said  of 
Spurrier  v.  Fitzgerald^  {e)  and  of  Curling  v.  the  Marquis 
of  Towneend.  (d) 

The  latter  case  was  much  relied  on  by  the  respondents, 
but  it  was  decided  partly  because  the  defendant  did  not 
shew  precisely  what  he  desired  to  insert  in  the  supple- 
mental answer :  his  object,  besides,  was  to  retract  admis- 
sions deliberately  made ;  and  the  court  gave  as  another 
reason,  that  the  amendment  could  not  materially  alter 
what  the  court  would  do  in  the  case. 

Nevinson  v.  Stables^  (e)  when  carefully  examined, 
affords  no  ground  for  refusing  this  application.  It  was 
after  final  decree,  and  the  party  petitioned  for  a  re-hear- 
ing, which  the  Chancellor  said  could  only  upon  that 
evidence  result  in  the  same  decree  that  had  been  made. 
If  he  could  have  any  redress  in  that  case,  it  could  only 

(a)  10  Ve9.  401.  (6)  4  Sim.  64. 

(e)  6  Yes.  664.  (d)  19  Vt 8.  828. 

.       (<)  4  Rubs.  210. 
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1847.    be  by  a  bUl  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review,  for  the  pur- 
"""^" '  pose  of  admitting  new  facts. 

The  principles  and  porposes  for  which  conrts  of  law 
will  allow  parties  to  alter  their  pleadings,  are  in  the 
main  adhered  to  in  conrts  of  equity,  and  what  was  desired 
in  Netinsan  y.  StabUSf  would,  nnder  corresponding  cir- 
cumstances, be  denied  at  law. 

But  at  law,  before  trial,  and  while  no  evidence  has 
been  heard,  great  facility  is  allowed  to  parties  so  to  shape 
their  pleadings  as  to  attain  the  ends  of  justice  in  regard 
to  the  substantial  points  in  the  cause. 

The  case  ofEuber  y.  Stetnery  (a)  cited  by  Mr.  Nantofij 
is  a  proof  of  this,  and  the  language  of  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Ttndal  has  a  strong  bearing  here. 

In  courts  of  equity,  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  the 
proceeding,  the  object  being  to  allow  a  party  in  the  cause 
to  vary  his  own  statements  on  oath,  there  will  frequently 
occur  reasons  for  caution  which  would  not  apply  in 
in  regard  to  amendments  in  the  common  law  courts,  but 
where  there  is  no  room  under  the  circumstances  for  sus- 
picion, the  object  in  all  the  courts  must  be  the  same — to 
advance  the  ends  of  justice  by  allowing  the  case  to  rest 
on  its.  real  merits,  and  to  be  decided  on  its  true  grounds. 

I  have  looked  carefully  into  the  late  case  of  FuUan  v. 
GHhnare^  (b)  cited  by  the  respondents,  and  find  nothing 
in  it  that  has  a  >  strong  bearing  in  their  favour.  The 
amendment  there  was  allowed.  The  practice  on  this 
point  was  examined  at  some  length,  and  authorities  com- 
pared and  considered. 

The  case,  I  think,  on  the  whole,  supports  the  amend- 
ment here,  and  is  certainly  not  an  authority  to  be  relied 
on  as  decisive  on  the  other  side. 

(a)  4  Moore  ft  Soott»  828.  (6)  1  PhillipB,l27! 
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I  do  not  indeed  see  how  it  could  be  ezpeoted,  that  a  1847. 
final  decree  could  be  made  in  this  case  without  reference 
to  the  law  of  Lower  Canada,  and  to  the  fact  of  foreign 
domicile,  sufficiently  apparent  on  the  record  (though  not 
formally  and  precisely  brought  out)  to  call  for  attention 
and  enquiry,  unless  we  are  to  be  reckless  as  to  the 
bounds  of  our  jurisdiction,  and  indifferent  to  the  obliga- 
tion incumbent  up<m  the  court  to  apply  the  right  rule  of 
law  according  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 

I  refer  to  the  case  of  Potinger  v.  Wightman^  (a) 
as  shewing  with  what  scrupulous  care  courts  of  equity 
feel  it  proper  to  proceed,  in  directing  enquiry  into  such 
facts  as  are  indispensable  to  be  ascertained  before  they 
can  be  satisfied  of  the  grounds  on  which  they  are  to  act. 
Parhenr  y.  FAt%,  (()  and  McOaU  ▼.  McCaU,  {c)  are  in 
point  to  shew,  when  taken  in  connexion  with  die  state- 
ments in  these  pleadings,  that  it  must  be  incumbent  upon 
the  court  to  see  all  doubts  cleared  up  as  to  what  rule  of 
law  is  to  be  applied  by  them  in  deciding  between  these 
parties.  ^ 

The  bill  discloses  plainly  enough  to  common  under- 
standing, that  the  appellants  are  attempted  to  be  called 
to  account  here  in  respect  to  a  trust  committed  to  them 
and  executed  by  them  in  a  foreign  country,  from  which 
they  luive  never  departed,  and  to  the  laws  of  which  they 
are  amenable. 

If  that  fact  were  at  all  doubtful  upon  the  pleadings,  it  is 
fit  it  should  be  ascertained,  or  the  court  must  be  acting 
in  the  dark. 

It  has  not  been  questioned  that  an  appeal  lies  from 
such  an  order  as  this,  though  it  is  upon  an  application  to 
amend,  which  in  general  b  discretionary  with  the  court, 
and  is  admitted  to  be  clearly  so  in  England  in  this  par- 
ticular instance. 


(•) 


8  Mer.  67.  (P)  1  T.  A  B.  872. 

2C.  &L.184. 
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1847.  It  18  againBt  the  general  princiidey  to  admit  of  appeals 
from  the  discretion  of  one  judge  or  court  to  the  discre- 
tion of  another ;  but  some  of  the  cases  cited  shew  that 
appeals  hare  been  entertained  in  England  from  orders 
made  on  applications  of  this  nature,  and  we  may  safely 
assume  the  right  of  appeal  to  be  at  least  as  dear  here. 

I  do  not  findy  on  a  comparison  of  the  answer  as  it  now 
stands  with  the  draft  of  the  supplemental  answer,  ihat  it 
is  desired  to  introduce  any  thing  more  than  seems 
necessary  for  fixing  attention  to  the  alleged  facts  of 
foreign  domicile  of  the  testator  and  of  the  appellants, 
and  of  the  justice  and  necessity  of  applying  the  lex  loeiy 
which  is  averred  to  be  different  from  the  law  of  this 
province. 

It  was  urged  that  in  the  supplemental  answer,  the 
appellants  would  endeavour  to  excuse  themselves  under 
the  law  of  Lower  Canada  for  neglects  and  omissions 
which  in  their  original  answer  they  have  denied,  but  I 
do  not^find  that  to  be  so  when  the  two  are  closely  com* 
pared. 

On  the  whole,  I  think  there  are  important  and  strong 
reasons  for  allowing  the  amendment,  and  I  can  see  no 
objection  against  it.  Under  corresponding  circumstances 
in  a  court  of  law,  it  would  in  such  a  stage'  of  the  cause  be 
allowed  at  once. 

There  are  many  cases,  and  among  them  some  of  the 
most  recent,  in  which  the  defendant  has  been  allowed 
the  indulgence  when  the  circumstances  were  stronger 
against  it ;  and  I  see  none  in  which  it  has  been  refused, 
unless  on  some  ground  that  does  not  exist  hdre. 

These  appellants  have  applied  in  an  early  stage  of  the 
proceedings ;  they  are  not  asking  to  be  allowed  to  with* 
draw  any  admission  made  by  them,  or  to  deny  any  former 
statement,  or  to  depart  from  any  line  of  defence  which 


BltBOB  AND  AltH^EAh  RBPORtS.  241 

they  had  set  vp,  or  to  place  on  the  record  any  thing  in-  1647. 
ooiiBistoiit  with  what  is  now  stated  there.  "'^ v-=^ 

Torranoe 

T. 

What  they  wish  to  place  formally  and  distinctly  on 
the  record,  is  no  matter  of  which  a  knowledge  is  confined 
te  tkefar  ovm  breasts,  and  upon  which  they  can  inteiid  or 
expect  ie  imekad  the  comrt  by  false  information,  or  diB- 
iligeniKms  concealment.  And  the  points  which  the 
atnendment  wonld  hring  distinctly  into  riew,  are  only 
points  on  which  the  court  for  its  own  sake  wonld  find  it 
necessary,  as  I  Conceive,  to  see  that  all  donbfc  was 
remoTcd,  before  they  conld  ventare  to  make  a  final 
deoinee* 

Let  ns  suppose  that  the  case  had  gone,  as  it  stands 
t^Km  tiie  biH  and  answer,  to  the  hearing,  anl  that  it  had 
been  clearly  made  oiit,  that  the  appellants  haye  employed 
in  their  own  business  large  sums  of  money  of  the  estate, 
tot  Whieh  l3iey  admit  themselves  to  be  nnder  the  circnm-  jtidgment 
stances  acconntable  with  interest ;  and  suppose  that  the 
rate  of  interest  in  Lower  Canada  had  been  much  higher 
than  that  of  this  province,  or  much  lower,  can  we  avoid 
seMig  that  the  Yice-Ghancellor  would  at  once  have  had 
to  determine  according  to  which  rate  of  interest  the 
appellants  should  account,  and  that  it  wonld  be  inconsis- 
tent with  the  internal  evidence  in  (he  bill  as  to  the  scene 
of  these  transactions,  if  he  had  assumed  that  it  was 
according  to  the  legal  interest  of  Upper  Canada  that  it 
ahouUl  be  computed,  can  we  say  that  the  Yice-Gfaan- 
eellof  could  kkve  felt  clear  in  giving  such  a  cBrection  7 
and  yet  this  point  of  the  rate  of  interest  might  be  a  very 
miner  eensideralionj  compared  #itfa  some  that  might 
present  tbeiafiN^ves  upon  the  hearing,  a(nd  which  ought 
to  be  disposed  of  on  a  proper  a^fication  of  the  principle 
of  lex  lo&if  even  admitting  that  it  should  {>roceed  without 
any  SMvitabie  necessity  nxhsmg  for  lookt^  into  the 
qilBilBon  of  jurisAotion. 

It  k  plain  to  me,  that  "trhM  fhese  appellatkts  ask  for, 
81  VOL.  1. 
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1847.  directed  to  aooount  for  the  estate  of  the  iieBtiittcr}  al^hovgh 
eirery  thing  connected  with  it  may  have  t^ea  plaM  ia 
Lower  Canada.  In  taking  such  acQO]aol|>  the.  lawa  of 
Lower  Canada  must  donbtleas  be  the  rol^  to  giu4e  the 
j.«dgment  of  the  conrt  here.  If,  after  haying  appeared, 
the  defendants  are  no  longer  found  in  Upper  Canadai  w 
process  from  Chancery  can  afeot  them  or  tiieur  propea^y 
abroad ;  and  should  they  possess  none  Ifiei^e  liabU  to 
sequestrattoQ,  the  diecree  will  be  abortive.  If  £6pnd  kd^ 
the  parties  may  be  imprisoned  until  they  comply  wiith 
the  behests  of  the  court* 


Mr.  Ssten  then  asked  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  as  the 
granting  permission  to  file  a  supplemental  answer  was  a 
matter  of  indulgence  on  the  part  of  the  court:  Mid 
whether  or  not  the  defendants  in  the  court  below  would 
be  allowed  to  avail  themselves  of  the  supplemental 
answer,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  any  question  as  to  tkke 
jurisdiction,  they  having  in  their  original  answer  sub- 
mitted to  act  as  the  court  shall  direct,  and  by  their  sup. 
plemental  answer  an  attempt  is  made  to  do  away  with 
that  submission  and  plead  to  the  jurisdiction.  The  conrt 
reserved  the  consideration  of  the  question  of  costs,  and 
the  following  note  on  both  points  has  since  the  argu- 
ment been  made  by  his  Lordship  the  Chief  Jnetioek 

A  discussion  arose  upon  the  course  which  it  might  be 
reasonable  to  take  with  regard  to  the  costs  of  the  appeal, 
the  respondents' counsel  suggesting  that  their  costs  of 
the  appeal  should^  under  the  circumstances,  be  also  paid 
as  a  condition  of  obtaining  the  order.  The  court  said 
they  had'  no  objection  to  reserve  the  point  for  fiirther 
consideration,  but  they  did'  not  think  they  could  properly 
vary  from  the  general  course  with  regard  to  ooets^.wlien 
the  decree  or  order  appealed  from  is  reversedi 

HbaX  the  court  were  not  now.  graiM^g:  c^  indplgence 
as  upon  the  first  application  for  it,  but  were^  affording 
relief  against  an  order  taking  awi^y  the  indolgeiiqc  after 


itrlyid  beea  gruited,  «nd  as  the  eourt  mpw  tblxik>  properly  1M7. 
gnotod.  The  respaodrats  it  inay  be  xeasoaatUy  said, 
ought  to  h&Te  submitted  to  the  order  ^eh  the  Vice* 
CBMUceUor  h^^i  made.  Their  erenting  a  uev  diaoussion 
tboaH  it  i;a3  gnpyQceaaary,  wd  it  woaJd  be  uoreaaonable 
to^  t^M^ow  tha  veapondanta'  costs  o{  the  appeal  upoa  the 
appettaiUB  who  had  soeceeded  ia  the  appea»L. 

Mr.  ^^Uvkf  on  behall  pf  the  respondeat,  requested 
that  the  court  would  iatimatewlbetherthaappeUaAta  weald 
be  allowed  to  make  use  of  the  supplemental  answer  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  any  exception  to  the  jurisdiction  which 
they  could  Qothave  taken  upon  the  pleadings  as  they 
before  stood. 

Per  Our. — ^We  cannot  anticipate  what  course  the 
parties  may  imagine  to  be  opened  to  them  by  the  supple- 
mentol  answer,  nor  what  the  court  may  think  it  rij^t  to 
do  upon  the  pleadings  as  they  will  then  stand,  either  in 
consequence  of  any  question  upon  the  point  of  jurisdic- 
tion that  may  be  raised  by  the  parties^  or  o{  their  owb 
suggestion. 

Hie  effect  will  be  to  place  on  recprd  the  facts  of 
foceigQ  domicile,  and  of  the  particular  law  of  Lower 
Canada,  apd  they  wis  stand  then,  as  if  they  had  been  so 
stated  ip  the  original  answer,. though  the  original  answer 
wjS  remaia  on  the  files  unaltered,  according  to  the 
modem  practice. 

The  appellants  have  not  asked  for  the  amendment  for 
any  other  purpose  than  to  open  the  way  to  them  for  con- 
tending that  diey  are  entitled  to  have  the  law  of  Lower 
Canada  applied  to  libe  question,,  wkfiiher  they  have  duly 
administered  the  estate  or  nok 

B)  howerer,  they  d)ould  hereafter  objeotibaik  the  eourt 
hM  no  jiirie^QtioA  orer  the  caae,  and  it  would,  be  aa 
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1847.  answer  to  such  objection,  that  they  have  yoluntarily 
appeared,  and  answered  in  the  suit,  and  thus  submitted 
to  the  jurisdiction^  (supposing  the  fact  to  be  so,)  then 
that  answer  to  the  objection  would  seem  to  be  as  avail- 
able to  the  plaintiffs  below  after  the  supplemental 
answer  as  before.  And  however  that  may  be,  the  facts 
of  foreign  domicile,  and  of  the  peculiar  law  of  Lower 
Canada,  if  it  does  differ  from  that  of  Upper  Canada  in 
the  particulrrs  alleged,  are  too  indispensable  to  the  right 
adjudication  of  the  case,  to  be  left  out  of  view. 


Jndgmaai 


Stbeet  V.  Thb  Commbbcial  Bane  of  Midlakd 

DiSTBIOT. 

Where  a  party  held  a  mortgage  upon  lands,  and  the 
mortgagor  having  afterwards  become  indebted  to  the 
mortgagee  in  a  further  sum  of  money,  conveyed  the  lands 
to  him  in  fee,  and  some  days  afterwards  the  grantee 
gave  the  mortgagor  a  bond  to  re-convey  upon  payment 
of  the  whole  debt.  Seld^  that  the  grantee  was  entitled 
to  hold  the  premises  as  a  security  for  the  whole  of  his 
debt,  as  against  a  mesne  incumbrance  which  had  been 
created  thereon  between  the  time  of  his  obtaining  the 
mortgage  and  the  conveyance  to  him  in  fee,  but  of  which 
he  had  not  been  notified  before  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance  under  which  he  claimed,  ffeld^  aUo^  that 
registration  is  not  notice  in  this  country. — [Grant's  Ch. 
Bep.  vol.  1,  p.  169 ;  but  see  stat.  18  &  14  Vic,  ch.  63, 
sec  4;  Con.  Stats.  U.  C.  p.  894.] 


Haweiks  v.  Jabvis. 

PraetiiM-^Pro  oonftao — 76<A  ordtr, 

Seldf  per  Our.j  {Esteny  Y.  C,  dissentiente,)  that  the 

practice  hitherto  pursued  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of 

confirming  the  master's  report,  when  the  account  has 

Ji>een  taken  exparUy  and  without  notice  to  the  defendant, 
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IB  irregular ;  and  that  the  court  was  right  ia  refusing  to  1847. 
confirm  the  report,  notwithstanding  that  had  been  the       ▼ 
practice  ever  since  the  order  in  question  was  made— [1       ▼• 

Grant's  Ch.  Rep.  257.]  ^"^ 


The  Home  Distbict  Mutual  Ihsubanoe  Coupant  v. 
Thompson. 

[Before  the  Han.  J.  B.  Bobinsanj  Chief  Jtutiee  ;  the 
Son.  J.  B.  Macaulay^  Ex.  0. ;  the  Son.  Mr.  Juitice 
McLean  ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Draper;  and  the  Hon. 
Henry  John  BouUonj  Ex.  0.'\ 

0>    AH  APPIAXi   nOX  TBI  DlOBn  OV  His   HoSOVB  VlOB-CHAVOBUbOB 

Jaxbsov. 


MutMol  Imurmue  Companjf-^Infimetion^CM^paHif  dedwff  to  re-hu&d 
rather  than  pay  inturanu. 

Aeeording  to  one  of  the  conditions  in  a  policy  of  insurance  effected 
dpon  a  dwelling  house,  the  company  in  case  of  loss  or  damage 
thereto,  were  to  have  the  option  of  making  good  sneh  loss  or  damage 
either  in  money,  according  to  the  sum  insured,  or  by  re-bmlding,  or 
by  repairing  the  same,  according  to  the  circumstances.  The  house 
baring  been  destroyed  by  fire,  the  company  instead  of  paying  the 
amount  insured,  elected  to  re-build,  which  they  C9mmenced  doing 
without  having  obtained  any  plan  of  the  house  destroyed  from  the 
insured,  and  against  his  express  objection  to  their  proceeding: 
in  erecting  the  new  structure  they  also  intentionally  departed  from 
what  was  known  to  be  a  feature  of  the  old  building ;  thereupon  the 
insured  filed  a  bill  to  restrain  the  company  flrom  proceeding  to  erect 
the  building  in  the  defectiTe  manner  pointed  out ;  and  praying  that 
the  company  might  be  decreed  specifically  to  perform  the  condition 
by  erecting  a  house  exactly,  or  at  least  substantially,  corresponding 
with  that  destroyed.  The  Yioe^Chancellor  decreed  the  relief  as 
prayed :  from  this  decree  the  company  appealed,  and  on  argument 
thereof  the  court  reyersed  the  decree  so  pronounced,  and  dismissed 
the  bill ;  but,  under  the  circumstances,  without  costs. 

The  bill  in  the  court  below  was  filed  by  Oharlee 
Thompson  against  The  Home  District  Mutual  Insurance 
C(mpany^  praying  nnder  the  circumstances  therein  set 
forth,  and  which  are  clearly  stated  in  the  judgment,  for 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  company  from  proceeding 
with  the  re-building  of  a  house  which  had  been  insured 
by  them,  and  subsequently  destroyed  by  fire ;  and  also 
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I9*r.  tot  a  specific  perfi»rmiuiod  of  the  donditioft  ^fiibrftoed  ib 
Hi^'n^  the  policy,  giving  the  company  a  right  to  r^-Mld)  they 
trict^  Co,  leaving  elected  to  take  that  co«tt«e. 

UumpfotL 

The  conrt  below  having  granted  the  relief  prayed,  the 
defendants  appealed  to  this  court. 

Mr.  Adam  Wibon  and  Ht.  Turner ^  for  the  appoBatits. 

Mr.  E%t€n  and  Mr.  McDanaldj  for  the  respondent. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

BoBiKSONy  C.  J. — This  suit  arises  ont  of  a  contract  of 
istiimice  against  fire.  Made  the  4th  of  Aprils  1846,  vpon 
a  wooden  building  in  the  ^village  of  St.  Albans,  in  the 
township  of  West  Gwillimbury,  owned  by  the  respondent, 
and  occupied  by  one  Winchj  his  tenant,  as  a  tavern* 
judment.  ^^  ^^"'^  assurcd  ott  the  btilldittg  was  £650.  It  was  a 
condition  of  the  policy  that  the  interest  of  the  assured 
should  not  be  assigned  without  the  consent  of  the  com- 
pany in  writing  ;|and  that  in  case  of  any  transfer  or 
termination  of  the  interest  of  the  assured,  either  by  sale 
or  otherwise,  without  consent,  the  policy  should  be  thence 
forth  void :  that  a  false  description  by  the  aseufed  of  the 
building  or  its  contents,  or  an  over-valttation^  shonld 
render  the  poHcy  absolotely  void:  that  the  evrnpanj 
were  not  to  be  liable  for  any  loss  arising  £rom  the  use  of 
fire  in  buildings  unprovided  with  good  and  stAstantial 
stone  or  brick  chimneys:  that  the  assured  should 
within  thirty  days  after  any  loss  deliver  a  pafti^ndar 
account  of  sttch  loss  or  damage,  signed  with  his  hand, 
and  verified  by  his  oath,  stating  what  was  the  whole 
value  of  the  property  insured ;  and  that  all  fraud  w 
false  swearing  should  cause  a  forfeiture  of  all  claim  on 
the  insurers,  and  should  be  a  full  bar  to  all  remedies 
againfit  the  insurers,  on  the  policy :  that  in  case  of  loss 
or  damage  upon  any  real  property,  it  shoold  be  opticmal 
with  the  company  to  pay  or  make  good  such  loss  or 
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damage,  either  in  money,  according  to  the  smn  insured,    1847. 
or  by  re-building  such  real  praperfy,  or  by  repairing  the  ^^^^^^ 
eame^  according  to  the  circumstances,  and  with  all  dae*«^i>>>-OB. 
diligence,  without  being  held  to  make  any  compensation 
or  indemnification  to  the  assured  for  rent,  or  non-enjoy- 
ment of  the  premises.    And  that  if  any  difference  should 
arise  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  any  claim  for  loss  or 
damage  by  fire,  and  no  fraud  suspected,  such  difference 
should  be  submitted  to  arbitrators  mutually  chosen,  whose 
award  should  be  conclusive. 

The  insurance  in  this  case  was  for  three  years  ending 
the  4th  of  April,  1848. 

On  the  2nd  of  January,  1846,  the  respondent's  house 
was  destroyed  by  fire :  and  on  his  claiming  the  JC550 
assured  by  the  policy,  he  was  informed  by  the  appellants 
that  they  had  resolved  to  avail  themselves  of  the  option 
to  re-build,  which  they  had  ascertained  they  could  do,  it 
seems,  for  X484  10s. 

They  accordingly  on  the  3rd  of  March,  1846,  con- 
tracted with  two  builders  to  re-build  the  house  for  that 
sum.  On  the  25th  of  March,  1846,  the  respondent 
applied,  through  his  solicitor,  for  a  copy  of  the  plan, 
specifications,  and  dimensions  of  the  intended  building, 
in  order  that  he  might  compare  the  same  with  those  of 
the  building  destroyed,  and  point  out  any  deficiency  pre- 
vious to  its  erection. 

The  appellants,  it  seems,  communicated  the  specifica- 
tions at  a  verbal  interview ;  and  on  the  18th  of  April 
the  respondent's  solicitors  referring  to  what  passed  at 
this  conversation,  expressed  their  disappointment  that  the 
appellants  were  persisting  to  carry  on  the  building  under 
the  present  specifications,  and  they  then  gave  them 
notice  in  writing  of  various  defects  in  the  building  which 
they  were  putting  up,  and  that  it  was  their  intention  to 
32  VOL.  I. 
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184T.    take  immediate  steps  to  compel  the  company  to  fbllow 
the  plan  of  that  which  was  destroyed. 

The  appellants  then  proposed  that  the  respondent 
should  appoint  a  competent  person  to  act  with  anothdr 
to  be  appointed  by  them,  in  examining  the  building  then 
in  progress,  in  order  to  be  goyemed  by  such  snggestionB 
as  the  repondent  might  judge  to  be  necessary  for  making 
the  house  equal  in  value  to  the  one  burnt. 

The  solicitors  reply,  declining  that  proposition,  because 
they  eontended  it  would  be  improper  and  unsafe  (as  they 
had  before  stated)  to  erect  the  new  house  on  the  dd 
cellar  walls,  which  were  left  standing ;  and  further,  that 
the  chimney  should  have  been  taken  down ;  and  they 
insisted  that  the  timbers  of  the  frame  already  put  up 
were  grossly  insufficient,  and  that  the  house,  as  the  work 
was  then  proceeding,  could  not  be  rendered  substantially 
like  the  one  burnt.  The  appellants  were  assured  that 
jndgmeni  jf  ^.j^^y  ^^j.^  disposed  to  removo  their  frame,  and  con- 
struct a  building  substantially  agreeing  with  the  one 
destroyed,  the  respondent  would  gladly  furnish  them 
with  the  accurate  measurement  of  the  old  building  for 
their  guidance. 

On  the  Ist  of  May,  1846,  the  appellants  offered  to 
submit  the  matters  in  difference  in  relation  to  this  policy, 
to  arbitrators,  to  be  chosen  in  accordance  with  the  oon« 
dition  in  the  policy. 

The  respondent's  solicitors  answered  that  they  could 
see  nothing  to  arbitrate  about;  that  they  could  not 
recommend  to  the  respondent  to  accept  the  house  which 
was  being  built,  and  could  not  advise  him  to  refer  to 
arbitration  to  settle  the  amount  of  his  loss,  from  their 
building  an  inferior  house^  that  would  be  useless  to  him ; 
that  if  the  appellants  would  build  such  a  house  as  the  one 
burnt,  the  respondent  would  gladly  accept  it,  and  that  he 
was  prepared  to  furnish  the  accurate  dimensions ;  but 
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that  nntil  the  present  contract  \ras  discontinued,  they    1847* 
oonld  see  nothing  to  arbitrate  upon.  "^-^v— ^ 

trt7nu.0B^ 
In  the  meantime,  on  the  27th  of  April,  1846,  the  'Bm^ 
respondent  had  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery,  setting  oat  his 
policy  of  assurance,  averring  his  interest  in  the  building, 
and  its  destruction  by  fire,  and  that  the  appellants  had 
declared  their  option  to  re-build ;  and  complaining  that 
without^  giving  fair  notice  to  him,  and  without  having 
obtained  accurate  specifications  of  the  former  house,  they 
were  proceeding  to  build  one  in  its  place,  in  every  respect 
inferior  to  that  insured,  in  no  respect  substantially  cor- 
responding with  it,  and  wholly  unsuited  to  the  purposes 
for  which  the  former  house  had  been  used.  The  bill 
then  specifies  a  variety  of  imperfections  in  the  new 
building,  and  prays  "  that  the  company  having  elected 
to  re-build  under  the  condition,  may  be  decreed  specific- 
ally to  perform  the  said  condition,  by  erecting  upon  the 
property  a  house  exactly,  or  at  least  substantially,  cor- 
responding with  the  one  insured,  and  may  be  restrained  ' 
from  allowing  the  defects  pointed  out  to  continue  in  the 
house  which  they  were  proceeding  to  put  up.'' 

An  injunction  was  granted. 

The  appellants  object  in  their  answer,  that  the  respon- 
dent bebg  aware  of  a  by-law  of  the  appellants,  (an 
incorporated  company,)  that  not  more  than  two-thirds  of 
the  value  should  be  insured  on  any  building,  did  falsely 
state  in  his  proposal,  that  the  sum  which  he  desired  to 
insure  was  not  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  value ;  that 
he  did  not  within  thirty  days,  as  required  by  the  policy, 
deliver  in  an  account  on  his  oath  of  the  loss ;  that  res- 
pondent had  alienated  or  agreed  to  alienate  the  property 
between  the  time  of  effectbg  the  policy,  and  the  fire ; 
and  they  maintained  that  all  these  are  causes  of  forfei- 
ture of  all  claim  under  the  policy,  and  that  they  are  not 
waived  by  the  appellants  offering  to  re-build.  They 
thda  set  forA  die  speiafieations  of  the  house  which  they 
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1847.  '^^Ye  proceeding  to  re-build,  and  aver  that  if  they  were 
-^^^  Buffered  to  complete  it,  as  they  were  proceeding  to  do,  it 
*^t!"*^  would  be  a  better  house  considerably  than  the  one  burnt 

Thompson. 

They  state  their  inability  to  put  up  a  house  corres- 
ponding in  all  respects  with  the  one  destroyed,  as  they 
have  no  exact  description  of  it;  that  they  will  be  liable 
to  be  perpetually  impeded  by  objections  on  the  ground 
of  variances  which  would  be  founded  on  mere  opinion ; 
that  they  could  not  remedy  what  the  respondent  com- 
plains of  as  defects,  without  pulling  down  the  house,  and 
forfeiting  their  contract  with  the  builders ;  and  that  the 
respondent's  proper  remedy  is  at  law,  for  any  damages 
he  may  claim  by  reason  of  any  insufficiency  in  the  new 
building. 

A  good  deal  of  evidence  was  taken  in  the  case  upon 
the  state,  condition  and  description  of  the  old  building, 
and  of  the  new,  and  upon  the  points  involved  in  the 
pleadings ;  and  on  the  8rd  of  February,  1848,  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  determined  that  the  appellants,  under  the 
conditions  of  the  policy  elected  to  re-build  conformable 
to  the  said  condition,  and  had  therein  made  default ;  and 
that  the  appellants  were  bound  specifically  to  perform 
the  condition  by  re-building  the  house  substantially  cor- 
responding with  that  destroyed,  and  by  reinstating 
respondent  therein  within  a  reasonable  time,  With  liberty 
to  appellants  to  apply  to  the  court  in  case  of  respondent 
refusing  to  afford  them  reasonable  facilities  for  going  on 
with  the  work ;  and  with  liberty  to  the  respondent  to 
apply  in  case  of  delay  or  otherwise,  and  decreed  accord- 
ingly. 

The  injunction  was  continued,  and  it  was  referred  to 
the  master  to  set  a  value  by  way  of  occupation-rent  to 
be  paid  by  the  appellants  in  consequence  of  the  delay  in 
re-building.    The  appellants  to  pay  costs. 

The  defendants  appealed  against  this  decree,  assign- 
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iog  many  reasons,  the  principal  ground  being,  that  this    1847. 
is  not  a  case  in  which  a  court  of  equity  can,  or  rather  in  ^^YT^ 
which  it' ought,  according  to  the  established  course,  intrietiiii.Go. 
such  cases,  to  entertain  a  suit  for  specific  performance.  xhomiMon. 

Besides  other  objections  in  addition  to  this  which  I 
have  already  noticed,  the  appellants  contend  that  the 
respondent  is  in  strictness  confined  to  the  remedy  by 
arbitration,  under  the  terms  of  the  policy ;  that  more- 
over it  appeared  by  the  respondent's  own  evidence  that 
the  fire  was  occasioned  by  the  defective  state  of  the 
chimney,  and  the  loss  was  therefore  one  for  which 
according  to  an  express  condition  in  the  policy  the 
defendants  were  not  to  be  liable ;  that  the  evidence  also 
shewed  that  the  respondent  was  aware  both  before  and 
and  after  obtaining  the  policy,  that  the  house  had  more 
than  once  taken  fire  from  that  very  defect  in  the  chim- 
ney, and  yet  did  not  communicate  the  fact  to  the  appel- 
lants ;  and  that  although  the  appellants  not  being  aware 
of  these  facts  could  not  rely  upon  them  in  their  answer,  JndgoMit 
yet  when  they  came  out  on  the  respondent's  own  evidence, 
the  court  should  be  influenced  by  them  in  withholding 
their  interposition,  which  is  always  discretionary,  and 
should  leave  the  respondent  to  his  strict  remedy  at  law ; 
that  the  persons  who  have  contracted  with  the  appellants 
to  put  up  the  new  building  of  which  the  defects  are 
complained,  of,  should  have  been  made  parties  to  this 
suit ;  that  the  appellants  should  not  at  any  rate  have 
been  charged  with  an  occupation-rent  as  provided  by  the 
decree,  and  should  not  have  been  made  to  pay  costs ; 
and  that  the  Yice-Ghanceilor  improperly  rejected  an 
affidavit  made  by  the  respondent,  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  his  loss,  and  which  the  appellants  offered  in 
evidence  in  order  to  prove  by  it  that  the  respondent  had 
on  oath  affirmed  j£600  to  be  the  whole  value  of  the 
property  insured^  thereby  in  effect  admitting  that  he  had 
contravened  the  by-law  on  which  the  validity  of  his 
insurance  depends;  and  which  provides  that  no  risk 
shall  be  taken  of  more  than  two-thirds  the  value  of  the 
property Jnsured. 
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1847.  The  appellants  in  the  argument  relied  on  all  these 
^^^^  exceptions,  which  were  largely  discussed  on  both  sides ; 
trtotiiu.oo.but  it  is  to  no  purpose  for  the  court  to  consider  theni, 
ontil  an  opinion  has  been  first  formed  on  the  main 
ground,  which  denies  that  there  is  any  equity  on  the 
face  of  the  respondent's  bill ;  for  if  it  be  clear  that  the 
respondent  should  have  been  left  to  his  remedy  at  law 
on  the  policy,  that  ineTitably  makes  an  end  of  the  case 
here. 

Considering  the  nature  of  the  policy,  and  of  the  risk 
insured  against,  it  is  an  unfortunate  and  rather  singular 
course  which  the  appellants  have  pursued  in  declaring 
an  option  to  re-build  rather  than  to  pay  the  sum  insured. 
They  have  made  it  a  regulation  that  they  will  not  insure 
upon  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  value  of  any  building ; 
and  it  would  seem  rather  inconsistent  with  that  condition, 
that  they  should  find  it  for  their  interest  to  re-build 
when  there  has  been  a  total  loss. 


In  case  of  partial  damage  only,  it  might  be  otherwise. 
This  being  a  wooden  building,  partly  on  a  foundation  of 
wood,  and  very  liable  to  decay,  and  the  appellants  being 
bound  by  the  very  terms  of  the  policy  to  pay  only  the 
loss  actually  sustained  (not  exceeding  £550)  and  not  the 
loss  according  to  the  respondent's  estimation  of  it,  they 
could  have  gone  to  a  jury  upon  the  question  of  the  actual 
value  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  which  it  would  seem  would 
have  given  them  all  the  protection  they  could  desire. 

By  undertaking  to  re-build,  according  to  the  dimen- 
sions and  arrangements  of  the  old  house,  and  to  build  a 
house,  of  course  as  sufficient  in  point  of  strength  of  frame 
and  quality  of  materials  as  the  other,  they  would  seem  to 
be  binding  themselves  to  give  the  respondent  a  new  house 
of  the  same  description,  and  on  the  plan  of  the  one  burnt, 
which  had  been  in  actual  use  for  twelve  or  fourteen 
years,  as  a  country  tavern,  subject  of  course  to  be  greatly 
injured  by  the  natural  decay  of  the  materials,  and  by  the 
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wear  and  tear  arising  frem  the  nattnre  of  the  oeonpation    1847. 
of  it  as  a  tavern.     How  the  appellants  could  expect  to  ^''— v"^ 
do  that,  not  only  for  less  than  the  cost  of  building  thetriotim-oow 
former  house,  when  it  was  new,  but  for  less  than  its  actual 
value,  or  two-thirds  of  its  actual  value,  in  its  decayed 
state,  fourteen  years  afterwards,  it  is  not  easy  to  under- 
stand. 

The  attempt  to  arrive  at  such  a  result  was  almost 
certain  to  give  rise  to  litigation,  and  it  has  placed  both 
parties  in  a  situation,  from  which  it  seems  impossible 
that  either  can  escape  without  considerable  loss. 

The  first  question  that  occurs,  is,  could  the  appellants, 
properly  take  such  a  course,  and  thus  decline  to  pay  the 
loss  in  money,  and  undertake  to  reinstate  by  re-building. 
It  seems  inconsistent  with  their  by-law,  by  which  they 
have  provided  that  no  insurance  shall  be  effected  on  any 
building  to  the  amount  of  •more  than  two-thirds  of  the 
value,  which  provision  the  respondent  also  clearly  had  in 
view  when  he  insured,  as  appears  by  his  application. 

But  what  is  more  material  in  a  legal  point  of  view  is, 
that  the  exercising  an  option  to  re-build  seems  to  be  at 
variance  with  the  principle  and  provisions  of  the  act 
incorporating  the  company,  (a) 

How  can  it  be  made  compatible  with  the  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding to  which  the  company  is  restricted  by  the  10, 
12,  18, 14,  15  &  16th  clauses  of  the  statute,  by  which  a 
siiaple  method  is  provided  for  ascertaining  the  amount 
of  actual  loss  sustained  in  each  case,  and  a  remedy  is 
given  to  the  assured  for  recovering  it.  We  do  not  see 
how  the  deposit  notes,  of  the  insurers,  which  are  given, 
with  reference  to  what  the  company  may  be  obliged  to 
pay  as  the  amount  of  the  loss  sustained,  can  be  made  use 
of  for  procuring  funds  for  satisfying  a  collateral  contract 

(a)  6Wm.IV.,qh.  18. 
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1847.  which  the  act  gives  the  company  no  power  to  enter  into ; 
^^-^^''^^  nor  how  the  assessments  which  are  authorised  to  be  im- 
trietiiifl.oo.  posed  for  one  purpose  could  be  imposed  for  another. 


We  should  have  to  determine  that  such  a  use  could  be 
made  of  the  statute,  before  we  could  support  a  decree 
which  compels  the  company  to  incur  the  expense  of 
re-building,  and  which  would  possibly  throw  upon  them 
the  necessity  of  pulling  down  the  building  now  partly 
erected,  aud  putting  up  another,  and  so  of  incurring  an 
expense  far  beyond  the  amount  insured,  and  in  respect 
of  which  alone  the  promissory  note  of  the  insured  was 
taken.  One  of  my  brothers  has  suggested  this  difficulty, 
which  seems  to  me  to  have  so^much  weight  in  it,  that 
for  my  own  part  I  should  on  that  ground  alone  decline 
affirming  the  decree  which  has  been  made  for  specific 
performance  of  an  undertaking  to  re-build,  for  by  doing 
so  we  should  be  giving  a  sanction  to  this  method  of  pro- 
jodgmmt  ceeding  by  the  company,  for  which  there  is  not  only  no 
warrant  in  the  act,  but  the  whole  system  of  proceeding 
directed  by  the  act  seems  inconsistent  with  it. 

It  might  seem  hard  to  the  respondent  that  he  should 
fail  in  his  suit  in  equity  because  the  appellants  have  pur- 
sued an  unauthorised  course  in  which  he  was  nevertheless 
willing  to  have  acquiesced,  and  would  have  abided  by 
it,  but  the  answer  to  that  is,  that  he  became  a  member 
of  the  company  by  his  insurance,  and  as  such  equally 
bound  with  the  other  members  to  know  and  to  adhere  to 
all  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  by  which,  the  6th  clause 
of  the  act  declares,  ^'  he  shall  at  all  times  be  concluded 
and  bound ;"  and  .that  his  being  willing  to  abide  by  the 
company's  option  to  re-build  and  anxious  to  hold  them 
to  it,  cannot  make  it  right  for  a  court  of  equity  to  direct 
any  thing  to  be  done  which  would  be  in  contravention  of 
the  statute,  and  which  if  done  generally  in  other  cases 
as  well  as  in  this,  might  tend  to  throw  the  affairs  of  thia 
company  into  confusion. 
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But  thoQgh  taking  this  yiew,  we  could  probably  not    1847. 
have  hrought  oqreelve  to  aflbrm  the  decree,  if  there  had ^"^  ^  ^^ 
been  no  other  groond  of  exception  to  it  than  this,  yet  we  wetins.oii. 
do  not  make  this  the  only  gronnd,  nor  the  main  ground  xhooiMoii. 
of  oar  judgment. 


We  have  considered  the  case  on  the  footing  on  which 
it  was  arinied,  and  we  all  concur  in  the  opinion  that  the 
bill  should  hare  been  dismissed  on  the  broad  ground  that 
a  court  of  equity  could  not  properly  compel  the  appellants 
to  re-build. 

I  ca.n  see  nothing  in  this  case  to  distinguish  it  from 
those  in  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England  has 
constantly  declined  to  make  such  a  decree.     If  the 
appellants  had  at  once  paid  the  sum  insured,  and  the 
respondent  had  thereupon  contracted  with  a  builder  to 
erect  a  house  substantially  like  the  one  burnt,  the  incon- 
venience would  have  been  the  same  to  him  as  it  is  now,  if 
the  builder  had  either  done  nothing,  or  had  proceeded  to 
build  a  house  inferior  to,  or  of  a  different  description  from 
the  one.  he  engaged  to  build,  and  yet  it  is  plain  that  a 
ooort  of  equity  would  not  have  entertained  a  bill  for 
specific  performance  in  that  case.    They  would  have  left 
the  respondent  to  sue  upon  his  contract,  and  if  he  must 
have  a  building  such  as  he  contracted  for,  they  would  have 
told  him  that  he  could  erect  it  himself,  and  recover  dam- 
ages against  the  contraotor  for  breach  of  his  agreement. 
The  inponvenienQea  of  a  court  of  equity  taking  upon  itself 
to  see  a  contraGt  of  that  kind  literally  carried  into  effisct 
are  so  obvious  that  they  have  in  flngland  al^rays  declined 
undertaking  it,  except  under  very  speoial  oiroumstances^ 
and  have  left  the  party  to  his  action  at  law,  which  in 
such  cases  is  doubtkas  the  best  remedy. 

I  find  no  case  that  would  warrant  this  decree.    From 
the  terms  of  it,  I  suppose,  it  was  probably  made  upon  the 
authfi^nty  o|  Stor^  v.   Th  Qreat  WeOem  Ma&way 
38  VOL,  I. 
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1847.  Company^  (a)  but  that  case  was  one  of  a  very  few  in 
^^^  which  from  particular  circumstances  the  court  felt  com- 
trictiM.  Oo.pelled  to  entertain  the  bill,  because  it  was  evident  a  court 
TbomiMon.  ^f  1^^  covli   givc  no  adequate  redress.     Frankltfn 

v.  Tuton  {b)  is  another,  where  the  reason  is  equally 

obvious. 

Wherever  this  point  is  treated  of,  the  same  six  or  seven 
cases  are  collected  and  reviewed,  in  which  the  Court  of 
Chancery  has  either  decreed  or  refused  to  decree  specific 
performance  of  an  agreement  to  build.  I  refer  to  Fon- 
blanque's  Treatise  on  Equity,  B.  1,  ch.  8,  sec.  9,  note  : 
8  Swanston,  137,  note  ;  2  Eden,  128,  note;  and  to  the 
Treatise  of  Mr.  Jeremy  on  Equity  Jurisdiction ;  also  the 
City  of  London  v.  Nash,  (c)  I  have  not  found  the  relief 
granted  in  any  case  except  under  circumstances  which 
make  such  case  clearly  an  exception  to  the  acknowledged  ^ 
general  rule,  upon  strong  and  particular  grounds,  and 
JadoDMit.  *^®^®  ^  nothing  that  I  can  see  in  the  present  case  to 
aflford  any  such  ground. 

It  can  ,neither  be  said  that  the  remedy  at  law  would 
not  be  adequate,  nor  that  the  building  to  be  put  up  is  so 
clearly  and  precisely  defined  that  there  could  be  no  diffi« 
culty  in  enforcing  exact  performance. 

The  statute  6  Wm.  IV.  gives  power  expressly  to  the 
insured  to  bring  his  action  at  law  against  the  company, 
for  the  Iqss  or  damage  sustamed,  so  that  upon  that  point 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  and  if  we  should  concede  that 
because  the  appellants  declared  they  would  re-build,  they 
were  therefore  bound  to  re-build,  and  could  not  at  their 
pleasure  retract  and  pay  the  money,  still  the  question 
would  present  itself,  had  the  respondent  the  right  of 
action  for  not  re-building  7  If  he  had  not,  that  would, 
on  general  principles,  be  a  reason  for  refusing  to  decree 

(a)  2  Y.  &  Col.  48.  (6)  6  Mad.  469. 

(c)  1  Yes.  Sr.  12,  and  the  note  to  \9B»fB  Supplement,  page  16. 
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specific  performance,  for  it  has  been  held  (with  some    1847. 
exceptions)  to  be  a  rule,  that  the  defcindant  must  have  ^— v^ 
legally  bound  himself  to  do  that,  which  the  plaintiff *»**i»2Iois 
desires  to  have  specifically  performed.  Tbompeon. 

If  on  the  other  hand  the  respondent  could  have  brought 
an  action  to  recover  damages  for  not  re-building,  then 
he  had  that  plain,  complete  and  adequate  remedy  at  law 
which  renders  it  unnecessary  that  he  should  go  into 
equity,  for  a  wrong  which  damages  would  fully  compen- 
sate, and  which  no  court  without  extreme  inconvenience 
could  undertake  in  any  other  way  to  redress. 

Building  agreements  and  contracts  to  do  work  of 
various  kinds,  such  as  clearing  lands,  making  roads  and 
other  personal  acts  of  that  kind,  are  matters  of  daily 
occurrence,  and  the  absence  of  suits  to  compel  their 
specific  performance,  when  we  know  that  the  parties  in 
innumerable  instances  disagree  about  the  execution  of 
them,  is  of  itself  conclusive  against  this  suit.  The  course  ^^'""•■*- 
I  take  to  be  clearly  against  suing  in  equity,  unless  under 
some  peculiar  circumstances,  which  furnish  an  evident 
reason  for  such  interference  :  as  where  a  building  is  in- 
tended to  form  part  of  a  row  or  square,  and  the  contrac- 
tor by  persisting  obstinately  to  build  in  disregard  of  the 
agreement,  would  spoil  the  main  design,  and  injure  other 
property ;  or  when,  as  in  Storer  v.  The  Ghreat  Western 
Railway  Company ^  the  party  could  not  by  building  him- 
self procure  that  convenience  for  which  he  had  stipulated, 
and  which  was  necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of  his  property. 
There  is  nothing  of  this  kind  here.  The  tavern  to  be 
built  is  an  isolated  building ;  there  is  merely  the  disad- 
vantage which  there  must  be  in  all  such  cases,  of  the 
house  being  built  different  from  the  plan,  or  not  being 
built  well.  Then  as  to  the  requisite  of  some  thing 
precise  and  definite  to  work  by,  the  case  does  not  shew  any 
thing  that  could  be  taken  as  a  guide,  and  which  the  court 
could  compel  the  appellants  to  work  by.  The  evidence 
indeed  establishes  that   there  is  no   such  undisputed 
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1847.    plan  in  existence ;  the  house  is  no  longer  to  be  seen, 
^"^v— ^  and  no  plan  of  it  has  been  preserved.  '  If  the  appellaata 
irtotiii8.oo.  ^ere  to  be  compelled  to  go  on,  the  very  next  thmg  they 
Tiunnpioii.  might  do  might  raise  a  question  of  some  imputed  yarianoe 
which  could  only  be  determined  by  the  recollection  of  wit- 
nesses, who  would  probably  differ  in  their  statement!}. 

Neither  these  mutual  insurance  companies  nor  the  eon« 
dition  of  an  option  to  r&-build,  are  newinveiitions,  as  we 
see  by  the  case  of  the  Sadler's  Company  r.  Babeoek^  (a) 
and  yet  we  can  find  no  instanee  of  Baeh  a  suit  in  eqldtf 
as  the  present. 

The  policy  only  binds  the  appellants  to  pay  £560  in 
case  of  loss,  or  rather  to  pay  the  actual  loss,  not  exceed- 
ing that  sum ;  the  option  to  re-build  is  a  privilege  which 
they  claim,  and  whea  they  made  that  option,  aU  that  we 
can  say  is,  that  they  were  to  proceed  at  their  optiovi  t6 
reinstate  the  assured  without  unnecessary  deli^y,  m  a 
Judgment  ^Q^gg  ^s  good  and  substantially  the  same  as  the  one 
destroyed.  If  they  trifled  with  him  by  not  duly 
re-building,  then  the  offer  to  re-build  not  faithfolly  acted 
upon,  can  never  obstruct  his  remedy  for  his  money,  the 
payment  of  which  is  all  he  had  any  right  to  suppose  he 
could  compel  when  he  insured  his  property.  For  delay 
in  paying  the  money  the  law  would  clearly  give  redress, 
and  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  the  insured  must  wait  six 
months  after  obtaining  judgment  before  he  can  take  out 
execution ;  there  had  been  therefore  no  extraordinaiy 
delay  when  the  respondent  filed  his  bill.  The  placing  a 
house  upon  the  respondent's  land  not  quite  so  good,  or 
not  quite  like  the  one  burned,  can  hardly  be  a  positive 
damage,  in  addition  to  the  delay  in  paying  the  money, 
for  a  wooden  house  in  a  village  can  without  difficulty  be 
sold,  and  the  building  removed ;  and  if  the  leaving  it 
there  were  actually  a  damage  to  the  party  beyond  the 
value  of  the  materials  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  law 
would  afford  an  adequate  remedy  for  such  an  injury. 

(a)  2Atk.654.         '— — — 
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It  18  riiewn  thilt  the  appellants  have  expended  £200    IBfT. 
w  moM  on  the  house  as  it  now  stands.    If  this  decree  ^^^^^ 
lidionld  be  enforeed,  then  according  to  the  respondent's  ^^^^^^o** 
mtnesses,  the  house  must  be  pnlled  down  and  anotheir 
bnilt  up  from  the  foundation.    Mr.  Kemp  says :  <<  If  Z 
had  to  re-boild  the  house,  I  would  not  go  on  with  the 
present  frame ;  I  do  not  think  it  safe ;  I  do  not  think  it 
would  stand."     Orocier  says  :  ''  I  would  not  finish  the 
building :  I  consider  it  unfit  for  a  tavern;  I  would  not 
take  it  off  auj  person's  hands."    It  is  unfit,  he  saySi  to 
be  finished. 

if  this  be  trme^  and  there  is  much  in  the  evidence  to 
shew,  that  the  building  could  not  be  made  in  all  req)ects 
like  the  former  without  taking  to  pieces  all  that  has 
been  done,  then  the  effect  of  the  decree  might  be  to  com- 
pel the  appellants  to  sink  all  or  the  greater  part  of  what 
has  been  already  spent,  and  to  spend  many  hundreds  of 
pounds  more,  in  attempting  to  build  another  house  under 
the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  which  shall  Cor-  ' 
respond  trith  the  house  burned,  of  which  former  house 
we  hav^  no  cer&in  description. 

If  there  was  an  exact  and  complete  specification  of  the 
building  to  be  put  up,  and  if  the  appellants  had  covenanted 
to  erect  such  an  one,  still  the  weight  of  authority  would 
be  against  entertaining  the  bill ;  but  as  it  is,  I  consider 
it  out  of  the  question  that  this  course  can  be  taken. 

Contracts  of  insurance  are  strictisstmi  jurisj  and  the 
Usaai  eoinrse  is  to  leave  parties  to  the  legal  consequence 
of  their  undertakings.  I  see  instances  in  which  the  Court 
of  Chancery  has  been  resorted  to  for  compelling  policies 
to  be  given  up,  in  some  cases  where  fraud  has  been 
practised ;  «Bd  for  compelling  discovery  with  a  view  to 
prdteoting  parties  against  fraud;  but  no  instance  in 
whick  a  bill  has  been  filed  to  compel  a  party  to  keep  the 
eogi^ement  to  which  he  is  bound  by  his  policy,  or  by 
ttUjT  9Wjf€9m  legal  undertaking  subsidiary  to  it }  and  itis 
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1847.    peculiarly  proper  that  the  parties  should  be  left  to  their 

^■^'''^^'^^.  legal  remedies,  when,  as  in  this  case,  exceptions  are 

triot  Ins.  oo.  urged  to  the  claim  of  the  insured  on  several  grounds, 

Thompwii.  deduced  from  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  policy, 

and  the  alleged  conduct  of  the  insured. 

If  the  appellants  having  proceeded  as  far  as  they  have 
in  the  work,  had  themselves  discovered  some  fatal  vari- 
ance in  the  plan,  or  some  defect  in  the  construction, 
and  feeling  that  they  could  not  safely  proceed,  had 
stayed  their  hand,  I  do  not  think  that  they  could  have 
been  forced  either  to  finish  the  house  or  take  it  down 
and  build  another.  The  consequence,  I  think,  would  be 
that  they  would  be  liable  to  pay  the  insured  as  much  at 
least  as  if  they  had  done  nothing,  and  must  take  their 
chance  of  getting  any  thing  for  their  building,  if  compul- 
sion must  be  resorted  to. 

JvdfmMii  The  proper  remedy,  and  the  only  one,  seems  to  be,  by 
an  action  on  the  policy,  but  it  appears  to  be  very  desir- 
able that  the  parties  should  come  to  an  amicable  compro- 
mise ;  for  judging  from  the  evidence  it  would  be  most 
imprudent  for  the  appellants  to  complete  the  present 
building,  and  more  equitable  and  advantageous  for  both 
parties,  perhaps,  that  the  building  should  be  valued,  and 
that  the  respondent  should  take  the^diflference  between 
that  and  the  damage  he  is  entitled  to  for  his  loss,  and 
finish  the  house  as  he  pleases. 

Several  questions  were  raised  in  the  argument,  which  it 
is  not  necessary  to  decide,  considering  the  view  we  take 
of  the  principal  question.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
if  the  evidence  shewed  that  the  respondent  had  allowed 
the  appellants  to  go  on  with  the  house  for  any  consider- 
able time,  apparently  acquiescing,  he  could,  not  after 
such  delay  and  acquiescence,  go  and  apply  for  an  injunc* 
tion.  The  cases  which  Mr.  Turner  cited  on  the  point 
are  strong  and  very  reasonable ;  but  here  the  appellants 
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seem  to  have  proceeded  all  along  with  a  knowledge  that    1847. 
the  respondent  was  objecting  and  protesting,  and  requir-  ^■"  "^  ■' 
ing  them  to  stop  till  he  had  seen  and  sanctioned  their  plans,  trfet  ini.  oo. 
So  that  there  would  not  be  a  clear  objection  on  that  Tbomipaon. 
ground.    The  other  objection,  that  it  came  out  on  the 
respondent's  own  evidenoe,  and  was  then  first  known  to 
the  defendents  that  the  chimney  was  unsound  and  unsafe, 
and  had  endangered  the  house  before  and  after  the  in- 
surance,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  respondent,  and  that 
the  loss  of  the  house  at  last  was  owing  most  probably  to 
that  very  defect ;   that  objection,  I  at  present  think, 
would  have  made  it  proper  to  withhold  the  decree  that  . 
was  made,  at  least  until  the  fact  had  been  enquired  into ; 
but  my  opinion  and  the  judgment  of  this  court  proceeds 
upon  the  ground  that  though  it  may  not  be  beyond  the  power 
it  is  against  the  course  of  equity  to  enforce  an  agreement 
to  build  unless  where  the  description  is  more  definite  and 
certainly  pointed  out,  than  in  this  case,  and  unless  also 
there  should  be  some  particular  reason,  such  as  we  do 
not  find  in  this  evidence,  for  holding  that  the  party  '''*^*"'- 
claiming  cannot  be  compensated  in  damages  for  the 
alleged  non-performance. 

We  think  the  injunction  should  have  been  dissolved  by 
his  Honour  the  yice-Ghancellor,  and  the  bill  dismissed. 
Whether  with  costs  or  not  is  a  matter  to  be  considered. 
My  own  inclination  is,  that  the  respondent  having  brought 
the  appellants  into  equity  upon  a  case  in  which  equity 
could  not  grant  the  relief  prayed,  consistently  with  those 
general  principles  which  govern  their  proceedings,  he 
ought  to  pay  the  appellants  their  costs  of  opposing  his  bill  • 
but  there  is  great  force  in  the  circumstances  that  the 
appellants  improperly  departed  from  the  terms  of  their 
legislative  charter,  in  undertaking  to  re-build  rather  than 
pay  the  sum  insured ;  that  they  undertook  to  re -build 
without  adequate  means  of  knowing  the  precise  descrip- 
tion of  house  which  it  would  be  necessary  for  them  to 
put  up ;  that  they  persisted,  though  early  warned,  in  a 
course  which  was  certain  to  lead  to  difficulty,  and  that  they 
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1847.    veutwfed  intentioMlly  a&d  exprefldy  to  clepwrt  Arom  w^«k 


H«n«  Mv-  ^^  ktowB  to  be  a  feature  in  the  old  boildyng,  wUhoat 
tcfcixn*,  Go.  t]ie  assent  of  the  msured^  These  facts,  it  may  be  urgedi 
nmnymk  fairly  exposed  them  to  whatever  remedy  the  respondent 
eonld  find  open  to  him  for  atqppiog  their  proceediiigs ; 
ajnd  that  although  he  may  have  mistakeii  Ua  pro|9m 
remedy,  it  will  be  siAoient  if  he  is  left  to  pay  bxs  own 
costs  of  hia  fruitless  proceedings,  and  that  the  ai^p^antfl 
may  be  justly  left  to  pay  their  oosta  of  their  defenoe*  (a) 
I  have  no  doubt  that  the  court  may  in  their  discretioil 
act  upon  this  view  of  what  is  equitable  under  the  oiroum* 
jxuoigmuit  stances.  I  apprehend  it  would  be  more  in  ^oecrdanoe 
with  the  course  usually  taken  to  dismias  the  bill  witb 
eosts,  when  it  is  dismissed  upon  such  growda  a9  we  are 
acting  upon  in  the  present  case,  but  as  all  my  brothers, 
I  understand,  are  of  opinion  that  the  bill  should  merely 
be  dismissed  (that  is  without  costs)  our  judgm^t  is  to 
that  e&ct. 

The  Judgment  of  the  eourt  u,  that  the  decree 
of  Bib  ffonour  the  Viee-ChanceUor  be 
reversedy  and  the  bill  dismieeed  without  eoete. 


(a)  YanCouTer  t.  Kin,  11  Yes.  46a. 
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IBefare  the  Son.  Sir  J.  B.  Robituany  Bart.y  Chief 
Justice  ;  the  H<m.W.  M.  Draper,  C.  J.,  0.  P.;  the  Eon.  ''^  ^^• 
Sir  J.  B.  Maeaulajf  ;  the  San.  Mr.  Juetiee  Bume  ;  the 
San.  Vice^Oaneellor  Spragge ;  the  San.  Mr.  Justice 
Bichards,  and  the  San.  Mr.  Justice  Sagarttf.'] 

[Oh  ax  Appbal  prom  tbm  Goubt  ot  Chavoibt.] 


Stanton  y.  MoEinlay. 

Martga^^—Sals  miih  right  to  rt-pwreh&ts^llth  dauu  of  Chancery  Act, 

In  NoTember,  1884,  the  owner  pf  land  eonyejed  the  same  in  fee  for  the 
oonoideration  of  £169  128.  6d.,  with  a  proneo  that  if  the  grantor 
doling  his  natnral  life,  or  his  heirs,  &o.,  in  one  year  after  his 
decease,  should  pay  that  sum  and  interest  to  the  grantee,  his  heirs, 
exeontorsy  Ac,  the  ccnyeyanoe  and  eyery  thing  therein  contained 
should  be  null  and  Toid.  In  August,  1885,  the  grantor  died  without 
having  erer  paid  any  portion  of  the  principal  or  interest,  and  his 
representatives  had  never  paid  any  portion  thereof.  Some  time 
between  1841  and  1845,  the  grantee  offered  the  heir-at-law  of  the 
grantor  to  re-convey  on  payment  of  principal  and  interest  then  due, 
(X225,)  but  which  offer  he  declined  to  accept,  stating  that  the  land 
was  not  worth  that  sum,  and  subsequently  went  to  reside  in  the 
United 'States,  where  he  died,  having  some  time  previously  to  his 
death  conveyed  all  his  interest  in  the  land  to  W.  M.,  who  died  in 
1849,  without  ever  having  registered  his  conveyance,  or  made  anj 
claim  to  the  property,  or  seeking  to  redeem  it.  In  1856  the  heir  of 
W.  M.,  a  minor,  filed  a  bill  to  redeem  against  the  grantee,  and  his 
vendee  of  the  estate,  and  which  the  vendee  had  been  in  posses- 
sion of  since  the  time  of  his  purchase,  and  cleared  seventy 
acres,  and  made  other  improvements  to  the  value  of  about 
£600  or  £700.  On  appeal  'this  court,  reversing  the  decree  of  the 
court  below,  refused  the  relief  asked,  and  dismissed  the  plaintiff's 
bill  with  costs. 

The  bill  in  the  court  below  was  filed  by  WUliam  Me^ 
Kinlaj/j  an  infant,  by  his  next  friend,  against  Qearge 
&anton  and  Babert  Ohrietie^  praying,  under  the  dream- 
stances  therein  stated,  and  which  are  fully  set  forth  in 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  let 
in  to  redeem  the  premises  in  question,  upon  payment  to 
the  defendants  of  what,  upon  taking  the  accounts,  should 
be  found  due  to  the  defendants.  On  the  cause  coming 
on  to  be  heard  upon  the  pleadings  and  evidence  before 
the  Chancellor  [Blake]  and  the  two  Yice-Ghancellors, 
84  VOla  I. 


MflKinUy. 
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1868L    the  court,  [SpRAoaB,  Y.  0.,  dissentiog,]  made  a  decree 
"y  ^       as  prayed,   but  charging  the   plaintifif  with  improve- 
menteu 

From  this  decree  the  defendants  appealed  for  the 
reasons  following : 

1.  Because  the  time  limited  hj  the  indenture  of  2l8t 
November,  1834,  was  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  and 
no  redemption  was  sought  within  that  period, 

2.  Because  the  circumstances  of  this  case  are  such, 
that  a  decree  for  redemption  would  work  injostioe,  and 
that  under  the  act  for  establishing  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  for  redemption. 

3.  Because  the  right  or  equity  of  redemption  was 
abandoned  by  Peter  Vanevery^  in  the  pleadings  named, 
through  whom  the  plaintiff  claims. 

4.  Because  the  conveyance  from  the  said  Peter 
Vanevery  to  WiUiam  McKinlatf,  in  the  pleadings 
named,  was  void  for  maintenance  and  champerty. 

In  support  of  the  decree  the  respondents  assigned  as 
reasons : 

1.  That  no  such  irregularity  or  error  had  occurred 
in  the  proceedings  in  the  cause,  as  to  entitle  the 
appellants  or  either  of  them  to  reverse  the  said  decree. 

2.  That  the  respondent  is  entitled  to  redeem  the 
mortgaged  premises  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  as 
in  and  by  the  decree  declared,  and  that  it  would  be 
inequitable  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  to  afford 
the  said  appellants  any  relief  against  the  said  decree  by 
reversing  or  varying  the  same. 

On  the  appeal  coming  on  for  hearmg. 
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Mr.  JSoqf  appeared  for  the  appellants.  1668. 

Ifr.  McDonald  and  llr.  Barrett,  for  respondent. 

Sir  J.  B.  Robikbof,  Bart. — ^This  is  a  redemption 
snit  for  one  hundred  acres  of  land,  in  the  township  of 
Flamboro'  West,  north-half  of  one,  in  third  concession. 
The  defendant  Stanton  is  the  alleged  mortgagee;  and 
the  defendant  Ohri$tie  is  in  possession  of  the  property, 
having  purchased  from  Stanton  as  the  absolute  owner 
of  the  fee,  paying  him,  as  it  appears,  the  full  value  of 
the  land,  and  having  made  large  improvements  since  his 
purchase. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  decreed  redemption,  on  pay- 
ment  of  the  debt  and  interest ;  and  also  charging  the 
plaintiff  with  the  value  of  all  permanent  improvements 
made  upon  the  land. 

The  defendants  have  appealed  against  the  decree, 
contending  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  have  been 
admitted  to  redeem. 

The  deed  to  Stanton  was  made  on  the  21st  November, 
1884,  by  one  Andrew  Vanevery,  who  then  owned 
the  land.  It  is  a  conveyance  of  the  fee  for  the  consid- 
eration of  £159  12s.  6d.,  acknowledged  to  have  been 
paid  to  the  grantor  by  the  grantee  :  there  are  no  recitals, 
and  the  deed  is  in  the  common  form  of  a  bargain  and 
sale ;  but  it  contains  the  following  proviso,  viz. :  ^<  That 
if  the  wii.  Andrew  Vanevery,  during  his  natural  life,  shall 
pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to  the  said  George  Stanton,  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  and  fifiy  nine  pounds  twelve  shillings  and 
sixpence,  with  interest ;  then,  and  in  that  case  these 
presents  and  every  thing  herein  contained  shall  cease, 
determine,  and  be  null  and  void :  and  if  the  said  Andrew 
Vanevery  during  his  natural  Kfe,  as  aforesaid,  should 
not  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  George  Stafnion^ 
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1868.  bis  heirs,  ezecutoray  adminiBtratorSy  or  assigos,  the  said 
sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty-nine  pounds  twelve  shillings 
and  sixpence ;  if  the  heirs,  executors,  or  administraton 
of  the  said  Andreto  Vanevery  shall  in  one  year  from  the 
time  of  his  demise  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  sud 
George  Stantan^  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns,  the  aforesaid  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty-nine 
pounds  twelve  shillings  and  sixpence,  with  interest, 
then  these  presents,  and  every  thing  herein  contained 
shall  be  null  and  void,  any  thing  therein  contained  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding/' 

Andrew  Vanevery  died  on  the  1st  of  August,  1885, 
having  paid  nothing ;  and  neither  ^his  heirs,  executors, 
nor  administrators  have  paid  any  part  of  the  principal 
or  interest  mentioned  in  the  deed. 

Peter  Vanevery^  the  eldest  son  and  heir  of  Andrew 
Vanevery,  was  in  the  provincial  penitentiary,  under 
sentence  for  some  crime  of  which  he  had  been  convicted 
after  his  father's  death,  either  in  the  same,  or  the  follow- 
ing year.  While  he  was  imprisoned  one  Muirhead,  to 
whom  Stanton  had  given  a  lease  of  the  property,  brought 
an  action  of  ejectment  against  one  Tullochj  who  was  in 
possession ;  whether  as  a  trespasser,  or  as  holding  from 
Andrew  Vanevery,  or  from  any  one  claiming  under  him, 
does  not  appear  from  the  evidence.  Judgment  was 
recovered  in  December,  1886,  and  possession  given  to 
the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  under  a  writ  of  habere  faeiae. 
In  1841  the  heir  of  Andrew  Vanevery  returned  to 
Flamboro',  his  term  of  imprisonment  having  expired, 
and  the  defendant — ^though  the  time  mentioned  in  the 
mortgage  had  expired  five  years  before — agreed  to  let 
him  have  the  land  if  he  would  pay  the  £159  128.  6d., 
with  interest,  which  came  then  to  about  JS225.  The 
evidence  is  not  precise  as  to  the  time  when  this  offer  was 
made  to  him.  Two  of  his  sisters  were  examined  as  wit- 
nesses in  the  suit,  one  of  them  being  called  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  other,  called  by  the  [defendiuits, 
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and  according  to  their  account  it  must  have  been  some  1S56. 
time  between  1841  and  1845  that  this  offer  was  made  to 
Peter  Vanevery.  When  he  found  the  amount  that  he 
would  haye  to  pay  he  said  that  the  land  was  not  worth 
it,  and  declined  to  take  it.  He  afterwards  left 
Canada,  and  went  to  live  in  the  United  States, 
and  died  there,  haying  at  some  time  before  his.  death 
made  a  conyeyance  of  all  his  estate  and  interest 
in  this  land  to  William  McKinlayj  father  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  suit,  by  a  deed  dated  2Srd  of  May,  1848, 
for  a  consideration  expressed  therein  of  £100. 

William  McKinlay  died  in  1849,  haying  neyer  regis- 
tered his  conyeyance,  nor  eyer,  as  the  defendant  Stanton 
swears,  made  any  claim  to  the  property,  or  sought  to  re* 
deem  it. 

This  bill  to  redeem  was  filed  by  MeKinlay'i  heir,,  a 
minor,  in  1856,  and  the  defendant  Stanton  being  called  as 
a  witness  by  the  plaintiff,  swore  that  he  neyer  heard  till 
lately  before  the  bill  was  filed,  of  the  deed  made  to 
McKinlay. 

In  the  meantime  Stanton  haying  continued  in  posses^ 
sion  of  the  property  since  1836,  sold  the  one  hundred 
acres  which  were  at  that  time  in  a  wholly  unimproyed 
state,  to  the  defendant  Christie^  on  the  24th  of  October, 
1851,  for  jS407  10s.,  which  was  paid  part  down,  and  the 
residue,  £272,  in  two  equal  instalments,  with  interest, 
in  Noyember,  1852,  and  Noyember,  1853.  OhriHie 
entered  into  possession  of  the  property  immediately 
upon  his  purchase,  has  cleared  seyenty  acres  of  the 
land,  and  made  improyements  in  all  to  the  yalue 
of  from  £600  to  £700.  A  witness  who  has  liyed  long 
in  that  part  of  the  country,  and  is  a  suryey or,  swore  that 
the  land  in  1887  was  not  worth  more  than  20s.  an  acre, 
which  would  shew  it  to  haye  been  not  worth  nearly  as 
much  as  the  £159  12s.  6d.  at  the  time  it  was  conyeyed 
to  Mr.  Stanton  in  1834.    At  present  it  is  worth,  in  the 
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1658.    opiBion  of  that  witness,  about  £5  an  acroi  exclvBiTe  of 
tbe  improvements  made  npon  it. 

It  did  not  appear  to  be  known  to  the  family  of 
AndretD  Vanevery  that  McKinlay  had  obtabed  a  deed 
from  Peter  Vanevery^  until  a  short  time  helor^  McKinlay 
died,  thongh  that  was  some  years  after  the  date  of  the 
deed.  And  when  he  was  told  by  two  of  Vanevery*9 
daughters  that  he  had  done  a  foolish  thing,  his  answer 
was,  that  if  he  should  lose  the  suit  which  he  talked  of 
bringing  against  the  defendant  Stanttm^  it  would  be  no 
loss  to  him,  as  Peter  Vanevery  had  furnished  him  with 
the  means  of  carrying  it  on. 

This  was  the  substance  of  the  evidence  :  whether  the 
deed  made  by  Andrew  Vanevery  to  the  defendant 
Stanton^  in  November,  1834,  should  be  looked  upon  as 
a  mortgage  or  a  conveyance  with  liberty  to  ro-purchase, 
it  is  clear  that  the  estate  had  become  absolute  at  law  in 
the  defendant  Stanton  in  August,  1836,  after  one  year 
had  elapsed  from  the  death  of  Andrew  Vanevery. 
The  11th  clause,  therefore,  of  the  7th  Wm.  IV.,  di. 
2,  applies  to  this  case,  and  admitting  the  deed  to  be  a 
mortgage,  as  the  plaintiff  assumes  it  to  be,  that  clause 
gave  power  to  the  court  below  to  deal  with  the  rights 
and  claims  of  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  and  their 
respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  as 
might  appear  just  and  reasonable  under  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case. 

The  exercise  of  that  large  discretion,  however,  was 
made  subject  to  appeal,  and  we  are  called  upon  to  say 
whether  we  think  the  order  that  has  been  made  is  just 
and  reasonable  under  the  circumstances. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  reasons  which  are  set  forth 
in  the  statute  7  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2,  as  having  led  to  the 
insertion  of  the  11th  clause,  apply  with  much  force  in 
this  case,  for  only  a  few  months  elapsed  between  the 
estate  becoming  absolute  at  law  in  Stanton^  in  August^ 
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1886,  and  the  passing  of  the  statute  in  March,  18S7,  1S6S. 
which  as  soon  as  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  organised 
under  it,  gave  to  Stanton  the  same  remedy  for  foreclose 
ing  (if  that  was  necessary  to  his  interests  from  the 
nature  of  the  transaction)  that  a  mortgagee  has  now,  or 
had  at  any  time  in  England  ;  he  cannot  therefore  he  said 
to  have  suffered  any  particular  disadvantage  as  mprt» 
gagee,  from  the  want  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction,  since 
he  could  hardly  have  foreclosed  under  any  circumstances 
before  March,  1837,  and  the  jurisdiction  was  provided 
early  enough  for  his  purpose.  If  this  was  a  case,  there- 
fore, in  which  redemption  would  as  a  matter  of  course  be 
decreed  in  England  as  upon  a  mortgage,  it  would  be 
proper,  I  think,  to  make  the  same  order  hiere,  unless  we 
should  be  satisfied  that  a  court  in  England,  while  allow* 
ing  redemption  in  such  a  case,  would  do  it  reluctantly, 
under  the  pressure  of  a  necessity  of  abiding  by  decided 
cases,  and  with  the  conviction  that  the  general  rules 
established  by  their  practice  would  operate  unjustly  or  jodgnant. 
harshly  in  the  particular  case. 

If  this  should  appear  to  be  a  case  of  that  description, 
then  the  11th  clause,  which  was  so  much  discussed  in 
the  case  of  Simpson  v.  Smyths  (a)  in  this  court,  enables  us 
to  deal  with  it  more  at  large  than  the  Court  of  Chancery 
in  England  could  deal  with  a  similar  case,  and  having 
a  discretion  clearly  given  to  us  to  grant  or  to  withhold 
redemption,  we  need  not  throw  upon  the  defendants  any 
injustice  or  hardship  which  we  think  could  be  avoided 
without  leaving  the  plaintiff  to  suffer  as  great  or  greater 
injustice. 

So  many  years  have  now  elapsed  since  provision  was 
made  in  the  act  of  1887  for  the  exceptional  class  of  cases, 
that  it  is  probable  that  there  will  be  few  if  any  more 
occasions  for  exercising  the  discretion  given  by  that 
statute.  And  indeed,  I  look  upon  this  as  a  case  in 
which  such  a  course  as  may  appear  to  be  just  can  well 
be  taken  without  the  aid  of  that  statute. 

(a)  Ante  pp.  9, 172. 
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1858,  It  is  80  much  out  of  the  common  coarse  for  a  creditor 
to  give  his  debtor  the  whole  of  his  life-time  to  pay  his 
debt,  and  without  exacting  any  interest  to  be  ptdd  in  the 
meantime,  or  taking  from  him  an  express  agreement  to 
pay  the  principal  sum  at  any  time,  that  it  hardly  looked 
like  a  transaction  of  business,  though  the  broken  som  of 
£159  12s.  6d.,  mentioned  in  Vanevefy*8  deed,  would 
seem  to  have  been  founded  upon  some  calculation  growing 
out  of  an  actual  transaction  of  some  kind  which  has  not 
been  elicited  in  the  evidence.  The  explanation  giyen  on 
the  argument  before  us  was,  that  Stanton  had  married 
a  daughter  of  Andrew  Vanevery  ;  that  the  100  acres  of 
land  had  been  mortgaged  by  Vanevery  to  some  other 
person ;  and  that  Vanevery  being  unable  to  redeem  it,  it 
was  agreed  between  them,  that  if  Stanton  paid  off  the 
mortgage,  Vanevery  would  give  him  a  deed  of  the 
land,  and  that  if  he  should  re-pay  Stanton  at  any  time 
while  he  lived,  with  interest ;  or  if  his  heirs  or  personal 
judgBMit  representatives  should  pay  it  within  a  year  after  his 
death,  the  land  should  be  given  back.  This  statement 
seemed  to  be  acquiesced  in  by  the  other  side,  and  if  true, 
it  accounts  naturally  for  what  was  done.  If  Vanevery 
was  not  able  to  redeem  the  land,  and  his  son-in-law  was, 
and  this  at  a  time  when  there  were  no  means  of  enforc- 
ing an  equity  of  redemption,  unless  when  the  mortgagor 
was  in  possession,  and  the  mortgagee  was  driven  to  an 
ejectment,  it  might  naturally  suggest  itself  that  rather 
than  let  this  land  be  lost  to  the  family,  which  might 
increase  much  in  value  with  time,  it  would  be  well  that 
Stanton  should  pay  off  the  debt,  and  save  the  land ;  and 
for  all  we  can  tell,  the  privilege  of  getting  back  the  land 
from  him  by  paying  him  back  his  money  advanced,  with 
interest,  at  any  time  during  Vanevery' %  life,  or  within  a 
year  after  his  decease,  may  have  been  a  privilege  volun- 
tarily afforded  by  Stanton  in  favour  of  Vanevery ^  when 
he  would  have  been  unwilling  to  interpose  in  order  to 
save  the  land  for  any  one  but  Vanevery ^  or  his  heir  or 
devisee.  The  allowmg  a  year  beyond  his  death  was  a 
reasonable  concession,  because  he  might  have  died  sad- 
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denly  irithonft  redeeming^  although    he   might   have    1856. 
resolved  to  do  bo,  and  made  proyision  for  it,  and  the  ^'Zy^f 
giving  a  year  wonid  afford  time  to  carry  into  effect  any  ^^^ 
such  arrangement. 

We  have  no  question  here  ahont  the  reception  of  parol 
evidence,  or  of  a  deed  or  writing  executed  subsequent  to 
the  conveyance  made  to  the  plaintiff.  The  deed  itself 
discloses  the  case,  and  shews  the  estate  not  to  have  been 
conveyed  absolutely,  but  subject  to  condition ;  and,  saying 
nothing  at  present  of  the  statute  7  Wm.  lY.,  ch.  2,  the 
question  is,  whether  it  is  most  reasonable  to  look  upon 
the  proviso  in  the  deed  as  constituting  a  mortgage  with 
all  its  ordinary  consequences,  or  as  conferring  a  privL 
lege  to  re-purchase  within  a  certain  time.  The  case 
nearest  to  the  present  in  its  circumstances,  is  that  cited  of 
Ifeweomb  v.  Bonham^  (a)  of  which  the  facts  are  more 
particularly  stated  in  the  report  by  Freeman.  (()  There 
the  deed  was  absolute  on  the  face  of  it,  but  by  another  jy 
deed  executed  at  the  same  time  the  grantee  covenanted 
that  he  would  re-convey  the  land  if  the  grantor  should 
re-pay  the  consideration  money — ^£1,000 — with  interest 
during  his  life-time.  It  would  make  no  difference  in  the 
view  of  a  court  of  equity  that  the  covenant  to  re-convey 
was  given  in  a  separate  instrument  executed  at  the 
same  time.  All  would  be  looked  upon  as  one  trans- 
action, as  much  as  if  such  an  engagement  to  re-convey 
had  appeared  in  the  same  deed.  After  the  death  of  the 
grantor,  who  had  not  availed  himself  of  the  privilege 
given  by  the  second  deed,  the  heir  applied  to  redeem, 
and  the  Lord  Chancellor  decreed  redemption,  which 
^  Freeman  observes  was  thought  hard  at  the  bar,  because 
the  second  deed  contained  an  express  declaration  that 
if  Newcamb  did  not  pay  the  £1,000  in  his  life,  neither 
his  heir,  nor  any  person  after  him  should  have  any 
equity  of  redemption.  The  case  was  afterwards  re-heard, 
however,  before  the  Lord  Keeper,  who  held  that  there 


(a)  1st  Vim.  7,  214,  282.  (6)  2  Fm.  67. 
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1868;    ibadd  be  no  redemptioti,  and  dbmisBed  the  biU ; 


^    F<m<m  adds,  in  a  note  to  hia  report  of  the  case,  (a)  thai 
3v^  the  jadgment  of  the  Lord  Keeper  dismissiDg  the  bill 


umnkok 


afterwards  affirmed  in  parliament 

There  were  eircumstanoes  in  that  case  in  fayonr  of  ihe 
holder  of  the  estate,  which  do  not  exist  in  the  present 
case ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  there  are  circnmstancea 
peculiar  to  this  case,  which  make  strongly  against  the 
tight  to  redeem. 

1  think  nothing  in  a  court  of  equity  would  turn  upon 
the  fact  of  there  being  negatiye  words  used  in  Nwcomb 
r.  Bonhamj  declaring  that  unless  Netocomb  should  pay 
the  jCIOOO  in  his  life-time  there  should  be  no  redemption, 
for  wherever  there  would  clearly  be  a  clear  equity  of 
redemption  without  these  words  no  attention  is  paid  to 
them  in  equity. 

The  case  of  Fhyer  v.  Lavington  (J)  was  one  similar 
to  the  present  in  its  main  features,  for  there,  as  well  as 
here,  the  party  conveying  a  rent-charge  was  to  have 
it  back  in  case  he  should  re-pay  the  consideration^ 
with  interest,  at  any  time  during  his  life-time.  The  heir 
sought  to  redeem  the  rent-charge.  The  condition  for 
redemption  was,  as  in  this  case  before  us,  contained  in 
the  same  deed  which  transferred  the  rent-charge,  and  it 
Was  insisted  that  it  was  a  plain  mortgage ;  that  the  clause 
Irestricting  the  redemption  to  the  life  of  the  mortgagor 
Was  of  no  force,  for  that  an  estate  once  redeemable  can 
not  be  rendered  irredeemable  by  any  words  or  agrees 
tnent  made  at  the  same  time^ 

There  a  tery  long  time  had  elapsed  before  any  effort 
was  made  to  redeem,  much  longer  than  in  the  case  before 
US,  and  there  were  several  other  circumstances  which 
were  peculiar  to  the  case.  The  Lord  Chancellor  would 
not  allow  redemption,  saying  that  several  circumstances 

(a)  2  Y«iitri%  864«  (6)  1  P.  Wms.  ICfi. 
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donovrred  wbioh)  tiiongh  each  of  them  singly  migfat  not  18B8# 
Im  «f  (orw  to  bar  the  redemption,  yet,  all  of  them 
tx^gether  were  etrong  enough  to  prevail  oyer  it;  and  he 
remarked  that  the  mortgagee  seemed  to  hare  allowed  a 
consideration  for  the  purchasing  the  equity  of  redemption 
after  the  death  of  the  mortgagor,  and  he  speeiied 
isivetal  ciroumstanoes  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  mort* 
gagee  m  the  transaction,  which  seemed  to  render  it 
reasonsMe  that  he  should  stipulate  for  holding  the  mort- 
gage  discharged  from  any  equitable  right  if  the  mort*- 
gagor  riiould  not  choose  to  redeem  during  his  life-time. 
He  noticed  that  the  mortgagor  was  not  bound  to  pay  the 
Miooej  by  any  covenant ;  but  the  mortgagee  had  merely 
left  it  at  his  option  whether  he  would  redeem  or  not; 
and  that  there  could  be  no  reason  given  why  such  a  con" 
tingent  right  of  redemption  might  not  upon  fiftir  and 
reasonable  terms  be  purchased. 

So  in  the  present  case,  if  this  had  been  a  mortgage 
given  to  secure  a  preexisting  debt,  we  should  have  found 
in  it  some  exprees  covenant  to  pay  the  debt,  and  to  pay 
tha  interest  half-yearly,  or  yearly,  and  so,  also,  {{Stmton 
had  lent  Ae  money  to  enable  Vansvery  to  pay  the  mort- 
gage, and  was  looking  for  re-payment.  According  to  all 
the  evidence  no  one  would  have  regarded  the  100  acres  of 
land  in  1884  as  good  security  for  a  debt  of  £159,  to 
say  nothing  of  accruing  interest,  for  it  was  not  at  the 
time  worth  nearly  the  amount,  though  any  one  might 
have  taken  it  as  secmrity  for  a  pre-existing  debt,  bo  far 
as  it  would  go.  But  the  defendant,  rather  than  Vanevery 
should  lose  the  land,  and  it  should  be  gone  altogether, 
witiieut  the  chance  of  benefit  to  either  of  them,  from  a 
probaMe  rise  in  value,  as  the  country  around  it  should 
beoene  cleared,  and  people  might  be  wilfing  to  run  the 
risk  of  paying  off  the  old  mortgage,  took  the  place 
of  Stanton  as  owner  of  the  land,  upon  the  understand* 
ing  that  if  neither  Vanevert/  nor  his  executors  should 
redeem  the  land  till  a  year  had  elapsed  after  Ac  death 
oJF  Fisnetftffjfy  titen  the  land  should  be  absolutely  his. 


HcK^. 
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1858.  Properlj  speaking,  there  was  no  debt  or  loan  in  the 
ease.  Vanevery  did  not  beoome  a  debtor  to  Stanton 
hj  the  transaction  ;  but  had  merely  an  option  reserved 
to  him  which  he  did  not  exercise. 

We  should  laj  little  stress,  I  think,  upon  the  ejoet- 
ment,  because  Feter  Vanevery  was  then  a  prisoner  in 
close  custody,  and  may  have  heard  nothing  of  the  suit 
before  judgment,  though,  if  it  be  true,  as  the  witnesses 
state,  that  he  was  imprisoned  under  sentence  for  a  long 
term,  the  probability  is  that  his  attainder  was  for  some 
felony,  which  may  have  induced  a  forfeiture.  But  at 
any  rate  he  regained  his  liberty,  while  the  lot  was  yet 
unimproved ;  and  a  considerable  time  after  the  estate 
had  become  absolute  at  law,  he  was  told  that  he  might 
still  have  back  the  land,  if  he  would  re-pay  the  money 
with  interest,  which  Stanton  had  given  for  it.  He 
refused  this,  not  asking  for  the  indulgence  of  further 
time,  but  upon  the  consideration  that  the  land  was  not 
worth  as  much  as  he  would  have  to  pay.  That  surely, 
looking  at  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  well  warranted 
Stanton  in  looking  upon  the  property  as  absolutely  his, 
and  dealing  with  it  eight  or  nine  years  afterwards  as  if 
he  were  the  owner,  by  selling  it  to  a  bond  fide  purchaser 
for  value.  I  should  have  hesitated  to  allow  Peter  Van' 
every  himself  to  come  so  many  years  afterwards  to 
redeem  against  Stanton^  if  he  had  gone  in  the  mean* 
time  into  possession  of  the  land,  and  made  large  improve- 
ments. And  the  claim  for  redemption  comes  under  no 
more  favourable  circumstances,  when  it  is  advanced  by 
the  heir  of  a  person  who  took  a  conveyance  of  Peter 
Vanevery* e  right,  which  he  seemed  always  to  have  kept 
secret,  though  he  lived  several  years  afterwards,  and 
when  there  is  much  reason  to  doubt  from  the  evidence 
whether  he  gave  any  consideration  whatever  for  what 
he  now  advances  as  his  equity  of  redemption. 

If  it  were  a  clear  equity  of  redemption,  it  would  not 
signify  how  easy  the  t^rms  werQ  on  whi(di  he  obtained 
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it ;  but  in  sncli  a  case  as  this  is,  the  apparent  nature  of  1S68. 
the  asaignment  as  between  Peter  Vanevery  andTTi'/Ztam 
MeKifilay^  his  brother-in-law,  is  a  circmnstance  to  which 
some  weight,  I  think,  may  properly  be  given.  Accord- 
ing to  the  evidence,  Chrutiej  who  gave  ^07  10s.  for 
the  land,  has  expended  «£600  or,  more  upon  it,  and  it 
has  long  been  his  home.  It  would  be  hard  and  unjust, 
I  think,  that  he  should  be  made  to  give  way  to  Jtr^JTui- 
Jay'e  heir,  claiming  under  an  assignment  of  such  a 
nature,  made  by  Peter  Vanevery^  after  he  had  deliber- 
ately waived  his  privilege  of  redeeming,  or,  as  I  think  it 
more  just  to  call  it  under  the  facts  of  this  case,  had 
renounced  the  privilege  of  re-purchasing. 

Besides  the  cases  I  have  mentioned,  I  refer  to  Miller 
V. Lee9j  (a)  ffatoard  v.  Harris^  (6)  Ntcholsan  v.  Hooper y{c) 
and  WUliame  v.  Ouren,  {d)  and  to  Littleton^  292  a,  note 
9 ;  and  to  2  Fanblanque  on  Equity,  262. 

ji 
On  the  whole  it  seems  to  me  that  the  land  was  not 
taken  by  the  defendant  Stanton  as  security  for  a  debt; 
nor  understood  to  be  so  between  him  and  Vanevery j  but 
that  he  consented  to  take  the  land  and  relieve  Vanevery 
from  the  debt,  though  at  the  time  he  did  this  the  land 
was  not  nearly  worth  the  money  he  advanced.  That  we 
should  look  upon  him  as  doing  this  partly  perhaps  to  oblige 
Vanevenfj  and  partly  under  the  expectation  that  at  some 
future  day  the  land  might  so  rise  in  value  as  to  leave  him 
not  a  loser,  but  possibly  a  gainer  to  a  considerable  extent. 

Having  no  claim  which  he  could  at  any  time  or  under 
any  circumstances,  enforce  against  Vanevery  to  re-pay 
him  the  money,  he  afforded  him  nevertheless  an  oppor- 
tunity to  resume  his  position  as  owner,  if  he  should 
desire  to  do  so  at  any  time  while  he  lived,  and  allowed 


(«)  2  Atk.  494.  (5)  1  Venu  191. 

(«)  4  Milne*  Cndg,  179.  {d)  6  BiUne  ft  Cnig,  808. 
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188S.   liig  npveBentatiTes  a  year  after  his  death  to  maka  tha 
option  if  they  thought  it  would  be  any  adTaatage 
to  the  estate* 

After  the  option  to  take  back  the  land  was  not  only 
not  nsed,  bat  wm  poeitirely  declined,  long  after  tba  lait 
day  limited,  my  opinion  is,  that  it  woald  eearody  have 
been  right  to  allow  redemption,  even  {{StanUm  had  oon- 
tmued  to  hold  the  land  in  an  unimproved  Btate ;  but 
irtien  it  cannot  be  done  without  disturbing  a  purchaser 
finr  full  value,  who  has  made  large  improvements,  and  who 
did  not  acquire  the  land  till  many  years  after  the  heir  had 
refused  to  take  it  back,  I  think  it  should  certainly  not 
be  allowed  in  view  of  that  provision  in  the  statute  7  Wm. 
rV.,  ch.  2,  which  gives  us  so  large  a  diseretioB«  It  is 
true  that  the  decree  would  give  to  the  defendant  (Jkrulis 
the  value  of  his  improvements,  but  that  would  net  com- 
pensate him  for  being  turned  off  the  place  on  which  be 
has  lived  for  many  years,  and  for  which  he  gave  more 
than  £400. 

I  think  the  decree  should  be  reversed,  and  iha  VH 
disBussed  with  costs. 
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{Before  the  Bm.  Sir  J.  B.  RobiMmj  Bart.^  Ohitf 
JiuHee;  the  Son.  William  Bume  Blake^  Ohaneellor  ;  * 
the  Bon.  WiUiam  Eenry  Draper j  Q.  A,  Chief  JusHet 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  ;  the  Bon.  Mr.  Justice 
McLean;  the  Bon.  Mr.  Justice  Burns;  the  Bon.  Vice* 
Chancdlor  Spragge  ;  the  Eon.  Mr.  Justice  Richards  ; 
and  the  Bon.  Mr.  Justice  Eagarty.^'} 

On  jur  Aptmal  ibom  na  Covbt  of  ConoR  Puias. 


Thb  MvinoiPALmr  09  Bsrlin  t.  Qbahqh. 

AuutmeiU — N'on^etidmi~'Acti<m  for  iaxn — PUadifig» 

A  nflOi-v^ndwit  owner  of  lands  in  a  xnnnioipatity  is  not  liable  to  be  pro- 
ceeded againet  by  action  for  the  recoTery  of  rates  imposed  in  respeot 
of  sueh  lands,  nnleas  it  be  aTerred  and  proved  tbat  the  owner  bad 
peraoDally  or  in  writing  informed  the  assessor  that  he  owned  thf 
{property,  and  desired  to  be  assessed  therefor ;  and  the  omission  of 
the  deeiaratien  to  aTer  snob  request,  is  not  onrad  by  the  detadainls 
sniFering  judgment  to  go  by  default. 

The  action  in  the  conrt  below  was  instituted  to  compel 
Ae  payment  of  certain  taxes  levied  upon  the  defendant, 
in  respect  of  some  unoccupied  lands  owned  by  him  in 
the  village  of  Berlin.  The  court  below  had  awarded 
a  venire  de  novo,  on  the  ground  of  the  first  count  being 
bad,  although  the  court  were  of  opinion  that  the  second 
eount  was  good. 

The  declaration  stated  that  at  the  time  of  the  property 
being  assessed,  the  defendant  was  resident  without  the 
limits  of  the  village  of  Berlin,  to  wit,  at  Guelph,  in  the 
county  of  Wellington,  (a  different  county  ftrom  that 
within  which  Berlin  is  situated,)  and  was  therefore  rated 
as  a  non-resident  by  the  assessors  for  Berlin  on  theur 
assessment  roll,  and  entered  upon  the  assessor's  roll  for 
the  annual  value  in  the  aggregate  in  respect  of  all  his 
lands  in  Berlin,  for  £1110  9s.,  of  all  which  said  premises 

*  Wert  abwnl  when  Judgment  was  deUtered. 


JnMir. 


Onag*. 
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1866.  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  Aprfl,  1854,  doe 
notice  was  given  by  the  assessors  to  the  defendant,  accord, 
ing  to  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  atfd  that  the  valuation 
had  not  been  appealed  from  or^varied. 

The  declaration  then  set  out  the  amount  of  rates  to 
be  collected  for  the  year  1854,  and  the  authority  under 
whiph  they  were  imposed,  stating  that  the  defendant's 
proportion  of  the  amount  to  be  levied  as  computed  upon 
the  assessor's  roll,  and  set  down  on  the  collector's  roll, 
came  in  all  to  £138  168.  Id.,  being  for  the  municipal 
purposes  of  the  village  of  Berlin,  and  of  the  county  of 
Waterloo,  and  for  the  Provincial  Lunatic  Asylum,  in  the 
proportions  respectively  set  forth  in  the  declaration : 

<<That  on  the  10th  of  December,  1854,  the  collector 
of  taxes  for  Berlin  gave  notice  to  the  defendant,  who 
then  was,  and  still  is  resident  without  the  limits  of  the 
village  of  Berlin,  of  the  said  several  rates  so  directed  to 
be  levied  out  of  and  in  respect  of  his  lands  in  the  said 
village,  and  demanded  payment  from  the  defendant  of 
the  same  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  Tet 
defendant  hath  not  paid,  &c." 

The  declaration  further  averred  that  there  were  no 
goods  on  the  said  lands  of  defendant,  or  any  of  them, 
whereby  the  collector  could  have  made  by  distress  the 
amount  of  the  said  rates. 

*^  That  the  said  rates,  nor  any  of  them,  were  not  paid 
to  the  plaintiffs,  or  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  of 
Waterloo,  but  the  same  remained  unpaid,  by  reason 
whereof  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiffs,  (the 
Municipality  of  Berlin,)  to  recover  the  same  from  thd 
defendant,  &c." 

Common  counts  were  added  for  interest,  and  upon  an 
account  stated.  Judgment  by  nil  dicit.  Damages  were 
assessed,  and  the  defendant  afterwards  moved  in  the 
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Common  Fleas  to  arrest  the  jadgment.  Judgment  was  1856. 
given  in  that  court  that  the  action  on  the  first  connt  could 
not  be  sustained,  but  as  there  could  be  no  objection  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  common  counts,  thej  did  not  arrest 
the  judgment,  but  awarded  a  veniri  de  novo.  The 
plaintiffs  appealed  from  this  judgment,  contending  that 
the  first  count  shews  a  good  cause  of  action.  The 
question  being,  whether  this  action  could  be  sustained 
at  the  suit  of  the  municipality  of  Berlin,  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  rates  assessed  upon  his  lands  for 
1854,  he  being  a  non-resident  at  the  time  of  the  assess- 
ment, and  of  the  action  brought,  and  there  being  no 
averment  in  the  declaration  that  he  had  signified  to  the 
assessor  personally,  or  in  writing,  that  he  owned  such 
land,  and  desired  to  be  assessed  therefor. 

Mr.  Connor^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Qwynney  Q.  C,  for  the 
appellants. 

AljgVBMBt. 

The  statute  16  Victoria,  ch.  182,  (sees.  7,  8,  27,) 
clearly  authorises  the  insertion -of  the  name  of  the  owner 
of  real  estate  within  the  municipality,  either  upon 
request  to  that  effect  made  by  the  owner,  or  where  it  is 
known  to  the  assessor  who  the  owner  is.  Here  the 
name  of  the  defendant  is  found  entered  upon  the  roll, 
and  the  court  will  presume  that  it  was  inserted  thereon 
correctly ;  and  in  any  event  the  name  being  upon  the 
roll,  the  statute  applies  whether  the  name  was  so  placed 
on  the  roll  by  the  request  of  the  owner  of  the  land  or 
not.  The  defendant  had  notice  that  his  name  waf  on 
the  roll,  and  did  not  object  or  take  any  proceeding  to 
have  it  removed. 

The  45th  section  of  the  act  gives  a  general  right  of 
action;  and  when  other  remedies  are  given,  which  is 
the  case  by  other  clauses  of  the  act,  the  object  of  the 
legislature  was  to  enable  assessments  to  be  levied  against 
unknown  absentees.  The  defendant  by  his  allowing 
judgment  to  go  by  default  admits  the  claim  as  alleged 
86  VOL.  I. 
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by  1^  dedtiration.     As  to  tbe  effect  of  nU   dieA^ 
Tayhr  on  Er.,  2Dd  ed.,  pp.  90  tod  660,  was  referred  to. 

Mr.  AdamWUMon^  Q.  0^  for  the  respondent* 

Non-residents  are  not  liable  to  b6  assessed,  unlets 
tbey  expressly  request  their  names  to  be  inserted  in  tiie 
roll ;  here  no  snch  request  is  alleged  by  the  deokratioi^ 
and  cannot  be  viewed  as  admitted  by  nU  dicit. 

There  are  three  classes  of  cases  liable  to  be  assessed ; 
in  one,  the  name  of  the  owner  appears ;  in  another,  the 
name  of  the  occupier ;  and  in  the  third,  the  names  of 
both  are  inserted  in  the  roll ;  and  the  8th  section  pro- 
vides for  another  class.  By  the  act  the  lands  ire  made 
primarily  liable.  The  owner  of  land  having  notice  that 
his  name  is  on  the  roll,  is  of  no  consequence,  such  notice 
cannot  in  any  view  be  treated  as  an  authority  to  plaoe 
the  name  there.  The  Assessor's  Act  in  placing  the 
name  on  the  list  was  illegal  throughout,  and  notice  to 
the  Owner  of  such  illegal  act  having  been  ^erf6rmed, 
cannot  render  it  binding  on  the  owner. 

The  seventh  section  will  not  bear  a  strict  oonstmetioA, 
the  words,  "if  resident  or  known,"  are  clearly  errone- 
ous, "  or  "  should  be  read  "and,"  and  thb'is  shewn 
more  clearly  to  be  the  proper  reading  of  this  danse  by 
the  following — ^the  8th  section — ^which  explains  the 
meaning  of  the  seventh. 

He  referred  amongst  other  authorities  to  Be  Glattaik 
Land  Tax,  (a)  Governor  of  Poor  of  Brtetd  r.  Watty  (b) 
Stevene  v.  J^vans,  {e)  UnderhiU  v.  EUicomhey  (d)  R^binr 
eon  v«  Jamee.  (e) 

,    Mr.  QonnoTj  Q.  0.,  in  reply. 


I, 


a)  a.M.  k  W.670.  (6)  1  A.  ft  K  264.  . 

e)  2  BaiT.  1167,  \d)  1  MoL.  ft  Y.  460. 

OAJup.714. 
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Sib  J.  9.  BoBiKSON,  Babt.,  C^  J.--The  atatqte  16 
Vio.,  ch.  182,  moBt  govern  na  in  determining  thia  que^ 
tioi^  I  have  examined  ita  provisiona  and  compared 
ibeip,  with  the  enactmenta  in  the  former  law,  wh^ch  that 
atatote  repealed,  viz.,  13  &  14  Vic,  ch.  67,  aa  it  waa 
npjb  imprpbahle  that  acme  light  might  be  thrown  on  the 
queatioii  hy  auph  a  compariaon. 

I  oowat  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Commou 
Pleaa  that  the  firat  count  doea  not  atate  a  legal  ground 
of  act;iop,  and  that  a  ventre  de  novq.  therefore  muat  be 
awarded ;  though,  aait  ia  evident  that  nothing  ia  intended 
to  be  claimed,  except  in  reapect  of  the  cauae  of  actioi^ 
atated  in  the  firat  county  there  would  be  no  object  in 
incurring  the  ezpenae  of  going  to  another  trial* 

It  ia  probable  that  the  inaccurate  language  of  the  7th 
d^oais  ia  the  evident  miaapplication  of  the  diajunctiye 
pacticlp  ^^or"  may  have  led  to  the  idea  that  the  defenr  j, 
d9#t'a  land  in  Berlin  could  properly  be  aaaeaaed  againiit 
\^  by  name,  although  he  waa  non-reaident  and  did  not 
Inquire  to  be  aaaeaaed  on  the  roll,  for  the  worda  of  the 
clauae  are,  that  all  landa  to  whomaoever  belonging  ahal} 
be  aqfieeaed  in  the  townahip,  village,  &c.,  in  which  they 
li^,  ani  agaitift  the  owner  thereof  if  known  or  if  retddent^ 
01;  haying  a  legal  domicile,  or  place  of  buaineaa  when  the 
aaaeaament  ahall  be  made  wi^in  auch  townahip,  village, 
ft;c«,  in  which  it  ia  included*  The  plaintiffa  aeem  to  ^^ve 
proceeded  on  the  idea  that  if  the  owner  be  kwifin^  the 
aaaeaaor  might  aaaeaa  him  on  hia  roll  by  name  for  hi3 
landa  within  the  municipality,  whether  he  hiiiiaelf  waa 
reaident  within  it  or  not.  But  the  whole  frame  of  the 
BCty  and  eapecially  the  8th  clauae,  ahewa  that  not  to  have 
been  the  intention.  In  the  correaponding  dauae  of  the 
fiormer  act  of  1851,  which  thia  new  atatute  repeala,  the 
hwg^ge  ^^  B^  jltia  in  thia  reapect  aa  not  to  admit  of 
dpA^fpr  that  ran  thus :  '^  thi^t  all  landa  ahall  be  aaaeaaed 
in  tl^  tQWi^phip)  village,  &;c.,  in  which  they  lie,  axid.againat 
tbe  owMT  til9rieof;if]alpw^^l^(iif  l^qrp9ide0or^mfjaJl^ 
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1856.  domicile  within  such  township,  &o.,but  if  the  owner  be  not 
so  resident,  or  be  unknown,  and  the  land  be  occupied,  it 
shall  be  assessed  in  the  name  of  and  against  the  occupant." 
There  the  meaning  was  plain  enough ;  that  before 
the  assessor  could  assess  the  owner  by  name  for  his  lands 
he  must  know  that  he  resides  within  the  municipality. 
In  ordinary  cases  the  change  made  in  the  language  in 
the  new  act  might  be  takon  to  indicate  a  change  of 
intention  in  the  legislature,  but  it  is  quite  evident  that 
in  this  instance  that  is  not  the  case  ;  and  that  the  legis- 
lature no  more  meant  by  this  act  than  by  the  other  to 
provide  that  non-residents  should  be  assessed  for  land  in 
their  own  names  on  the  roll,  except  where  they  them- 
selves desired  to  be  so  assessed,  which  is  the  only  change 
made  in  this  respect  by  the  late  act 

If  we  take  the  7th  and  8th  clauses  of  the  new  act 
together,  we  can  see  plainly  that  what  the  legislature 
JTndgnwat.  meant  was  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  assessor  to  assess 
all  lands  in  the  name  of  the  owner,  where  such  owner 
resided  within  the  municipality,  and  was  known  by  the 
assessor  to  be  so  resident,  or  when  by  diligent  enquiry 
the  assessor  shall  be  able  to  discover  that  he  is  so 
resident.  But/ the  being  in  fact  resident  within  the 
municipality,  or  having  a  legal  domicile  or  place  of 
business  there,  is  made  an  indispensible  condition  to  the 
proprietor  being  assessed  for  the  land  upon  the  roll  in 
his  own  name,  unless  indeed  being  resident  out  of  the 
township,  village,  &c.,  he  shall  have  signified  to  the 
assessor  that  he  owns  such  land,  and  desires  to  be 
assessed  therefor. 

The  8th  clause  of  the  new  act,  16  Vic,  ch.  182,  is 
clear  on  that  point,  and  is  sufficient  to  correct  any 
misapprehension  that  might  have  been  otherwise  pro- 
duced by  the  inaccurate  language  of  the  7th  clause. 
And  all  the  subsequent  provisions  in  the  act  which  have 
any  bearing  upon  the  question  are  consistent  with  the 
obvious  constuction  of  the  eighth  clause,  and  inconsistent 


imBOR  AND  APPBAti  BBP0RT8.  -^5 

with  the  other  constraction  which  might  very  naturally  be  1866. 
given  at  first  sight  to  the  7th  clause.  Then,  as  the  dec- 
laration here  shews,  that  the  defendant  was  a  non-resident 
land  owner,  and  does  not  aver  that  he  had  avowed  himself 
to  be  the  owner,  and  had  desired  the  assessor  to  assess  him 
for  it,  upon  what  ground  or  principle  is  it  that  he  can,  not- 
withstanding,  be  taken  for  the  purposes  of  this  action,  to 
have  been  legally  assessed  by  name  on  the  assessor's  roll 
for  Berlin,  and  thus  made  personally  a  debtor  to  the 
municipality  for  the  amount  of  the  rate,  instead  of  having 
it  charged  simply  against  his  land,  as  directed  to  be  done 
in  the  case  of  other  non-residents?  I  do  not  think 
that  he  can  be  held  to  have  acquiesced  in  what  was  done, 
because  he  did  not  object  before  the  court  of  revision,  for 
the  revision  of  the  roll  is  for  purposes  different  from  the 
correction  of  any  wholly  void  and  unauthorised  act  of 
that  kind.  And  when  the  statute  provides  (a)  that  after 
the  roll  has  been  finally  passed  by  the  court  of  revision, 
it  shall  bind  all  parties  concerned,  notwithstanding  any 
defect  or  error  committed  in,  or  with  regard  to  such  roll, 
that  cannot,  I  think,  be  taken  to  mean  that  it  shall  be 
binding  on  a  party  whose  name  there  was  never  any  legal 
authority  for  introducing  upon  the  roll  at  all,  because 
there  the  very  foundation  of  assessment  against  the  party 
is  wanting. 

Besides,  if  the  giving  notice  to  the  defendant  that  he 
had  been  aesessed  on  the  roll  for  those  lands  when,  by 
law,  he  could  not  be,  except  at  his  own  desire,  would  make 
a  difference  in  the  case,  it  would  be  necessary  that  it 
should  appear  in  the  record,  which  it  does  not,  that  such 
notice  was  given  in  time  to  enable  the  defendant  to 
appeal  within  the  limited  number  of  days.  I  am  of 
opinion,  however,  that  the  forbearing  to  appeal  would 
in  such  a  case  make  no  difference ;  for  the  non-resident^ 
knowing  that  he  could  not  legally  be  assessed  by  name 
on  the  assessment  roll  of  Berlin  without  his  own  request, 

■  *      ■    m-  I II  I  ■■■■Mini  !■■■■  I  !■      >       . 

(a)  8m.  26. 
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1866.  legal  domicile  or  place  of  businesd,  when  the  assesBinent 
shall  be  made  within  such  township,  village,  or  ward," 
are  not  intended  to  represent  alternatives,  but  that  the 
true  construction  is,  ^^  if  known,  and  if  resident,"  &c. 
The  distinction  contemplated  by  the  legislature  seems  to 
be  between  occupied  and  unoccupied  land,  belonging  to 
resident  or  non-resident  owners.  If  the  owner  be  known 
and  resident,  or  being  known,  though  non-resident,  if  he 
have  a  legal  domicile,  or  place  of  business,  distinct  from 
his  actual  residence ;  then  whether  he  occupy  the  lands, 
(which  he  may  do  without  residing  on  them,)  or  if  no 
one  occupy  them,  they  are  to  be  assessed  in  the  name  of 
the  owner.  If  the  lands  are  occupied  by  a  third  party, 
but  owned  by  a  person  known  and  resident,  or  having 
a  legal  domicile  or  place  of  business  within  the  munici- 
pality, they  may  be  assessed  in  the  name  of  the  owner 
or  occupant.  Unoccupied  lands,  not  known  to  be  owned 
by  any  resident,  or  person  having  a  legal  domicile  or 
^vdgmtnt  place  of  residence,  or  whose  residence,  or  legal  domicile 
or  place  of  business  within  the  municipality  cannot  be 
ascertained  by  the  assessors,  are  to  be  denominated  the 
lands  of  non-residents,  unless  the  owner,  being  resident 
out  of  the  municipality,  shall  have  signified  to  the 
assessor  that  he  is  owner,  and  desires  to  be  assessed 
therefor,  (a)  As  to  this  section,  the  construction  is  not 
open  to  th^doubt  to  which  the  language  of  the  7th  section 
,  may  give  rise.  It  clearly  provides  that  unoccupied 
lands  must  be  assessed  as  the  lands  of  non-residents, 
unless — 1,  known  to  be  owned  by  a  party  resident,  or 
having  a  legal  domicile  or  place  of  business  within  the 
municipality ;  or — 2,  if  the  residence,  domicile,  or  place 
of  business  of  the  owner  (though  he  be  known)  is  not  to 
be  found  within  the  municipality  by  the  assessor  on 
diligent  enquiry;  or — 3,  if  the  owner,  being  a  non* 
resident,  signifies  to  the  assessor  that  he  is  owner,  and 
desires  to  be  assessed  therefor. 


(a)  Sec.  8. 
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fh  13kb  pt^eisietit  dase  tlie  knds  are  aiioccnpied,  and  tlte    iWi. 
olHietj  Ae  itfendant,  is  non-resident.    These  facks  arfe  ^^^r^ 
ippateht  cii  tiie  declaration.    In  mj  opinion,  it  folloiins   ^j^ 
l%ai  the  assessor  had  not  in  Xtrn^e^  authority  to  insert 
^  di»f6ndafat*i  name  on  the  roll  as  oirner  of  theto 
Unoccupied  lands.     It  was  an  act  not  to  be  done  snd 
ijnmte.    The  declaration,  however,  farther  states  that 
^he  defendant  iii  rated  on  the  roll  as  owner  of  thesiB 
ntiocctipied  lands.    This  could  only  be  done  lawfuttj/ 
'rLp6h  hlk  request.     TJhlesi;  therefore,  his  suffering  jiidg- 
ibent  by  default  cures  the  defect,  in  not  averring  sTidi 
tl^tbstj  the  declaration  is  bad. 

Bj  nil  dibit  ihe  deftodant  admits  every  thing  alleged 
i*  the  deolaralion.  If,  therefore^  enoagh  ii^  stated  ko 
tnfttaitt  tke  d^clalratioii  on  general  demurrer,  it  will  be 
aoataked  now.  Assaming  as  I  have  toid  I  t^e^  the 
MkUM  to  meati  that  the  name  of  the  defefidant  bould 
ndt  he  plaoed  on  the  assessor's  roll  without  his  request,  it^mi^ 
I  should  have  Bome  difficulty  in  holding  this  declaration 
i;tK>d  in  th6  4bi)enbe  of  the  liverment.  The  Ooort  of 
"ComsMm  Pleak  *  hate  held  the  xsase  to  isome  within  the 
BMKka,  ^^Ornma  premmuntur  legitime  facta  donee  pfo- 
he^nr  in  tontrariiim.**  I  do  sot  feel  flo  clear  that  the 
9M86  oemes  within  that  prtaciple  as  the  learned  judgeb 
aj>pear  to  have  beeii ;  hut,  as  I  agree  wiiA  l^e  Judgment 
Upon  another  grevnd,  it  is  unMcessary  to  diacuss  this 
qu^tioB. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  a  party  can  be  ratecl 
oh  the  assessment  roll  as  a  non-resident,  in  respect 
of  perdotial  property.  The  7th  and  8th  sections  of  the 
act  apply  to  land  only.  The  1 1th  section  points  out 
clearly  where  personal  property  is  to  be  assessed,  namely, 
at  a  party's  place  of  business,  or  at  his  place  of  resi- 
dence. The  very  nature  of  personal  property  implies 
that  it  is  in  possession  of  some  one,  and  every  party 
is,  I  tale  it,  intended  to  be  assessed  for  all  taxable 

•  Sir  J.  B.  If  Msalaj  was  Chief  JiuUce  al  the  time  the 
iMM  Ih  the  eourl  heloW. 

«T  YOt.  t 


EBEOB  AND  APPBAL  KBPOEXS. 

1866.  personal  property  in  his  possession,  sach  possession 
being  prtmd  facie  proof  of  ownership.  The  fact  that 
he  has  possession  as  trusteoy  guardian,  executor,  or 
administrator,  does  not  affect  his  liability  to  be  assessed* 
The  language  of  the  17th  section  confirms  this  view  as  to 
residents;  it  calls  them  ^^ taxable  parties,"  requiring 
their  names  to  be  on  the  rolls ;  as  to  non-residents,  it 
uses  the  term  "freeholders,"  who  have  required  their 
names,  and  the  lands  owned  by  them,  to  be  entered  on 
the  roll.  The  proviso  prohibiting  such  non-residents 
from  voting  at  a  municipal  election,  also  uses  the  term 
^'freeholder."  The  proviso  to  the  69th  section  is  not 
inconsistent  with  this  observation.  I  think  all  the 
sections  of  the  act,  from  sec.  48  to  sec.  75,  indnmve^ 
relate  solely  to  taxes  upon  lands.  The  language  of  the 
60th  section,  it  is  true,  is  more  general.  It  enacts,  that 
from  the  time  that  the  collector's  roll  has  been  returned 
to  the  treasurer  of  his  (the  collector's)  municipality, 
no  more  money  shall  be  received  on  account  of  the 
arrears  then  due  by  amy  officer  of  such  municipality; 
but  the  collection  of  such  arrears  shall  belong  to  the 
county  treasurer  alone,  and  he  shall  receive  payment  of 
of  any  such  arrears,  and  of  all  the  taxes  on  lands  of  non- 
residents, an  account  of  which  is  to  be  transmitted  to 
him.  The  terms  "suoA  arrears"  and  ^^any  eueh 
arrearsj*  are  large  enough  to  include  rates  on  personal^ 
as  well  as  on  real  property.  But  every  word  that  fol- 
lows afterwards — the  proceedings  directed  to  be  taken, 
the  ten  per  cent,  interest  to  be  added  annually  to  the 
arrears,  the  time  after  the  expiration  whereof  the  treas- 
urer's warrant  for  selling  lands  is  to  issue — appear  to 
me  to  be  confined  to  arrears  for  taxes  upon  land,  and  to 
provide  the  mode  by  which  payment  of  them  is  to  be 
enforced,  after  the  collector  has  failed  to  get  them. 

But  as  to  arrears  of  taxes  on  personal  property,  the 
remedy  is  given  to  the  proper  municipality  by  the  45th 
section.  It  would  be  difficult,  otherwise,  for  the  muni- 
cipality to  recover  the  arrears  as  a  debt.  The  right  to 
sue  does  not  i^ccrue  to  the  municipality^  until  the  ooUector 


Oft  An>  AirpxAL  ftXPOSTS.  S91 

has  aaeertained  and  retsnied  Uiat  lie  cannot  recowr  ih%  IML 
taxes;  and  within  fourteen  days  after  the  collector's 
retoniy  the  treasnrer  of  the  municipality  is  to  make  his 
retom  to  the  connty  treasurer.  This  retani»  howoTer, 
(sec  49)  relates  only  to  lands,  and  it  so  far  confirms  the 
opinion  expressed  as  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  SOdi 
section,  which,  if  constmed  to  include  taxes  on  personal 
property,  wonld  either  limit  the  mnnidpality  to  the  right 
to  soe  witlun  fourteen  days,  or  woold  give  rise  to  this 
inconsistency,  that  the  municipality  would  he  suing  for, 
and  recovering  moneys  which  the  50th  section  enacts  shall 
not  he  received  on  account  of  the  arrears  then  due  by 
any  officer  of  the  municipality.  On  the  whole,  it  appem 
to  me  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that 
the  remedy  given  by  the  45th  section  should  extend  to 
arrears  for  taxes  on  lands,  or,  at  all  events,  until  the 
remedies  given,  and  to  be  put  in  force  by  the  county 
treasurer,  had  been  resorted  to,  and  had  failed  in  pro- 
dudng  satisfaction.  As  a  consequence,  I  am  of  opinion 
this  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

Per  Ouriam^^^Apptal  diMfniued  mth  eoiU* 
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{S^^e  the  Son.  Sir  J.  B.  BoHtwn^  £(^r^^  Giiff 
Jb^ifie ;  th^ Son.  W.  jET.  Draper jGf;.  JB*,  (?•  ^^i  0.  P.;  the 
Sir.  tJT.  JS.  Macaylay  ;  the  Mon.  Mr.  Justice  ftun^  ;  th^ 
JBjen.  VifierChanqellor  Spragge  ;  the  B,on»  ify.  ^ff^difit^ 
^ichar,ds^  and  the  Son-  Mr.  Justice  CJayrar^K-l 

[Ok  an  Appeal  tbom  thb  Covilt  of  Chakobbt,] 


ToppiNQ  V.  Joseph. 

Equitable  antU-^udgment  creditor^Prineipal.and^iurety, 

H»  obUuned  froip  his  delator  an  assignment  of  his  lu>ok8  of  acooant, 
notes,  bills,  and  other  eTidences  of  debt,  by  way  of  seourity  agaii^al 
tb«  qonAei^ueqce  of  his  becoming  a  party  toi^ot^s  tfa  the  aooomww>d»- 
tion  of  the  debtor;  and  also  a  conyeyance  of  real  estate  from  the 
fattMr  oftiie  debtor  for  Uie  same  purpose.  fiatiBg  been  oomiielied 
tq  pay  a  large  sum  of  money  by  reason  of  his  being  a  paHX  ^  spflll 
notes,  H.  recoTercd  judgment  against  the  debtor,  and'  saed  out 
execution  thereon,  whidih  was  the  first  placed  in  theli«ii4«  of  Ito 
sheriff,  agaipst  the  debtor,  and  the  effects  of  the  debtor  were  after- 
Ward^  BoM  under  this  and  other  executions  subsequently  plaeed  \n 
the  hands  of  the  riieriff,  upon  which  sale  sufl&oieBt  wa)i  realiiqad  t# 
pay  the  execution  of  H.,  and  leave  a  balance  in  the  hands  of  the 
sheriff,  and  H/s  claim  was  accordingly  paid,  and  tho  books  of 
account  and  other  secarities  held  by  him  were  deliyered  up  to  ths 
debtor,  after  notice  from  J.,  a  later  judgment  creditor,  not  to  part 
witlL  them ;  and  the  fihtber^s  land  was  re-oouTeyod  to  him.  The 
execution  creditor  who  gave  the  notice,  claimed  in  oonaeqaenoe 
priority  oyer  intermediate  execution  creditors,  and  also  a  right  to 
compel  H.  to  make  good^  the  amount  of  his  claim  in  consequence  of 
having  parted  with  the  securities.  Upon  appeal  from  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  Bdd,  1st,  affirming  the  decree  of  the  court  below, 
that  a  subsequent  execution  creditor  had  not  any  equity  to 
compel  the  first  creditor  to  recover  payment  of  his  claim 
out  of  the  property  held  by  him  in  security,  so  as  to  leave 
the  goods  of  the  debtor  to  satisfy  the  subsequent  executions ;  nor 
.had  he  any  right  to  call  upon  H.  to  assign  the  lands  conveyed  to 
him  by  the  debtor's  father ;  nor  was  H.  personally  liable  to  the 
subsequent  execution  creditors. 
Held,  2ndly,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  [,EsTBir,  and 
Spbagob,  v.  CC.  dissenting,]  that  the  securities  in  the  hands  of  H. 
being,  at  that  time,  not  seizable  under  common  law  process,  no  right 
vested  in  H.  to  transfer  them  to  him,  nor  was  he  bound  to  make 
good  to  J.  any  loss  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  his  refusal  to  deliver 
the  securities  to  J.,  but  that  such  securities  being  in  the  nature 
of  equitable  assets,  they  should  be  distributed  amongst  all  the  credi- 
tors/»art/)a««ti.  And  per  Sir  J.  B.  Bobinson,  Bart,  C.  J.,  that  this 
was  not  a  case  to  which  the  principle  of  marshalling  the  assets  ap- 
plied, and  that  H.  had  a  perfect  right  to  restore  the  securities  to  the 
debtor. 

After  tho  determination  of  the  case    by  the  court 
below,   as  reported  in   5  Grant,  page  686,  Topping 
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mft  added  aft%  parly  in  ike  maator's  oflke.    Tfaa  pki&.   IMM. 
tiff  oa  Aq  9tk  of  April,  1857,  filed  kk  am^ufed  biU, 
xaaking  Bramn  a  defeadant  instead  of  a  oo^plaintiff^  and 
kgr  coAifBi^t  of  ooqnael  a  aftatement  to  this  ^c(  ^laa 
printed  a^d  mod  on  tke  argument  of  the  appeal. 

Eipom  the  d^or^e  pronoaaoed  in  tke  court  below  the 
^(^ndaat  Vogginff  appealed,  ooatendiog  tkat  tkaappelr. 
laat  a^ad  ipeaponden^  being  equally  meritorioiiB  <»!e^toni 
dtJlforga%,  and  tke  gooda  on  whioh  the  re$peotiYQ  vrita  of - 
Qj^ecutioA  attad^ed,  having  been  ei^hausted  by  priomit% 
i^  right  of  th^  appellant  and  respondent  ta  resort  to  tha 
book  debts,  was  at  first  equals  and  the  appellant  hfUTing 
thereafter  by  due  diligence  acquired  an  assignment  of  such, 
debts  and  the  possession  of  the  books  and  papers  verifying 
the  samoi  if^  is  not  equitable  to  deprive  him  of  that  advant- 
age; that  aa  against  the  appellant  the^  /a.  ol  Jt>9eph  ^ 
Bravffi  ia  the  hands  of  the  sherif,  created  no  Hen  oa 
the  chores  in  actum  and  peraonal  seourities  of  Morgan, 
and  there  was  no  equjitable  reason  under  all  the  oir^un^. 
Qtancea  Uy  prevent  Tapping  from  taking  aa  assignment 
o;^  th^  chosen  m  aepioH  in  the  manner  he  adopted  for 
vsJoable  poaaideration,  aftd  to  secure  his  own  debt; 
th^E^  before  Tapping  wa,s  made  a  party  to  the  anit,  he  got 
(Ppai9Noi)i.  of  tk^  books  apd  papera  of  Mprgamy  and  had 
entered  u^  and  performed  a  material  part  of  the  oner* 
OH^  undertalt^ng  o?i  \rhich  the  assignment  under  whid^ 
hf9  dww  was  made»  and  the  respondent  has  shown,  no 
^q^vity  t^at  ougbt,  under  all  the  circumstances,  to  be 
allowed  to  displace  the  equity  of  the  appellant ;  that  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment  in  the  pleadings  mentioned, 
dated  the  7th  of  April,  1855»  Bfoum  had  power  to  accept 
the  same  on  the  part  of  Joseph  ^  Brown,  and  he  did  so, 
and  thereby  bound  them,  and  the  same  was  acted  on 
with  Joseph's  concurrence  for  ten  days  or  thereabouts ; 
tbal^  tba.  conduct  of  Joseph  in  afterwards  disclaiming 
aacl^  assignment  was  con^ary  to  fair  dealing  and  good 
conscience ;  and  he  thereby  disentitled  himself  to  any 
prefecenca  or  i>i:p)rity  over  the  appellant,  if  ot^ierwise 
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IWA.   ^ojM  Kio^pt  approved  notes  from  the  pikhchwietii,  p^y- 
Mle  lit  ^  6,  9,  12,  and  15  montliB. 

One  Baeon  bought  on  these  terms,  but  failing  to 
thttf  t>&%  his  purchase,  the  eherilT,  at  a  isubstequtot  tele, 
di^pol^d  of  the  goods  to  VanBrockdny  wlio  becnU^  Ike 
highest  bidder,  ahd  gave  his  notes  for  th^  pribew 

&eaton  accepted  some  of  theee  netes^  in  Ml  dfodM<^ 
^his  debt;  and  haying  no  longer  any  demand  ligainAt 
Morgan,  he  gave  back  to  him  all  his  books  and  secwftilto 
for  debts  that  had  been  assigned  to  him,  and  conveyed 
ba^k  to  Morff^s  father  some  land  upon  whibh  he-,  the 
tMk^Tf  had  given  security  to  Reatanj  on  behalf  ^  ^h 
«on. 

On  19th  May,  1855,  two  days  Wfoi^  thifUlMj^MF's  Mito 
0f  Morgdn'^  goods,  the  attorney  of  Jineph  ^  BtMh 
wrote  to  Eeaton,  stating  that  he  {Bt^Aon)  b^ld  IMh  M 
assignment  of  Morgan*^  book  debts,  notes,  MQl  otliet 
securities,  and  also  an  execution  against  his  ^ds,  Md 
as,  by  resorting  to  the  proceeds  of  the  sheriff's  sale 
wndet  his^./a*  for  the  payment  of  his  debt)  he  W^d 
prejudice  the  intei*ests  of  Joseph  f  Btbilfh,  ^lA^  tM 
only  the  proceeds  of  such  sheriff's  sale  to  look  )k>,  h^g 
plaintiffs  under  a  subsequent  execution  against  Morgan 
%hey)  Joseph  ^  Brown,  claimed  to  have  tbe  ipecai^itieB 
and  book  ^bts  that  had  be^to  assigMd  to  Si$iA&f/^  eM 
the  proceeds  of  the  sheriff's  sale  marshaltod  ior  ^Mk 
benefit,  and  they  stated  that  they  gave  him  this  notice 
of  their  rights,  meaning  to  hold  him  respohsibll^ 

On  22nd  May,  1855,  after  the  sheriff's  sale,  4ito«fll6lr- 
ney  o{  Joseph  ^  Brown  wrote  again  to  ffeaton,  adverting 
40  tSieir  fMrmer  letters,  and  requeuing  tl»  b^  ilXmhikei 
whether  he  intended  to  resort  to  the  |>toeiee4l  of  die 
sheriff's  sale,  which  had  already  taken  pla^,  fbt  the 
satisfaction  of  his  debt,  for  that,  in  that  case,  ihey  would 
claim  an  assignment  of  all  his  other'  se^Mtrities  for  the 
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indeomifieation  of  thoDMhreB,  and  of  odias  vlio  rni^^t    18GSL 
be  similarly  prejodioed;  and  would  insist  upon  their  ^T^'T^ 
right  to  stand  in  his  plaee  as  to  the  other  seemitiesi  and    ^▼-. 
would  take  steps  to  enforce  that  right. 

The  principal  hcts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  an  answer 
to  this  letter,  written  23rd  May,  1855,  by  Messrs. 
Wood  ^  Longj  to  the  attorney  of  Messrs.  Joseph  ^ 
Brown,  which  answer  is  set  out  at  length  in  the  bill. 

On  the  7th  April,  1855,  Morgan  had  execated  an  as- 
ngnment  to  Joseph^  Brovn,  who  were  then  stOl  partners 
in  business,  and  to  the  defendant  Topping,  of  all  his 
stock-in-trade,  and  other  goods,  and  of  all  his  book  debts 
and  accounts,  bills,  notes,  ftc,  which  was  cancelled  on 
18th  April,  1855,  because  Ja$eph  declined  to  accept 
and  act  under  it.  And  on  2l8t  and  22nd  May,  1855, 
mfker  Heaton  had  received  the  letters  written  to  him 
by  Jostph^M  attorney,  asserting  his  right  to.  have 
what  in  the  letters  is  called  a  marshalling  of  secit-  ^^^^^^^ 
rities  in  his  favour,  and  immediately  after  the  sheriff's 
sale  of  Morgan* 9  goods,  through  which  Heatcn  had 
received  satisfaction  of  his  debt  in  full,  HeaUm  was 
required  by  Morgan  to  give  back  to  him  the  accounts, 
books,  and  securities,  which,  upon  the  assignment  being 
made  to  him  in  March  prerious,  had  been  put  into  his 
hands  by  Morgan.  Heaion  then  advised  with  his^attor- 
ney  what  he  ought  to  do,  in  consequence  of  the  notices 
which  he  had  received  from  JotepKt  attorney  of  the 
course  which  he  would  hold  himself  entitled  to  pursue ; 
and  being  advised  that  he  conld  not  withhold  from 
Morgan  the  securities  which  had  been  delivered  to  him, 
since  the  debt  which  they  were  to  secure  had  been  satis- 
fied, he  restored  them  to  Morgan;  and  on  the  23rd  of 
May,  Morgan  executed  an  assignment  of  them  to 
Topping  and  Broumy  omitting  JoMcphj  because  Joseph 
had  refused,  he  admits,  to  be  a  party  to  such  an  assign- 
ment. 

Joseph  alleges  that  this  assignment  to  Topping  ^ 
88    .  YOL.  IX. 
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M69.    Srofon  was  made  withoilt  hk  priyitj,  and  Ifhat  lie 

pectB  a  fraudnlent  coHosion  to  his  prejudice,  between 
Tapping  and  Brownj  who  went  into  partnership  together, 
immediately  npon  Brown  ceasing  to  be  a  partner  wiA 
JoBephj  that  is,  on  80th  May,  1855. 

Brown  had  no  individual  demand  against  Morgan ; 
his  only  pretence,  therefore,  for  accepting  the  assign- 
ment to  Topping  and  himself,  could  be  the  debt  due  to 
JoBeph  ^  Brown;  but  Joseph^  nevertheless,  contends 
that  his  interest  ought  not  to  be  in  any  way  prejudiced 
by  that  act  of  Brown  not  done  in  the  name  of  the  firm, 
nor  in  privity  with  Joseph — his  partner  at  the  time,  nor, 
as  he  asserts,  in  good  faith  for  protecting  the  interests  of 
the  firm,  and  he  reverts,  therefore,  to  what  he  considers 
to  be  his  equitable  rights,  of  which  he  had,  through  his 
solicitor,  given  notice  to  HecUcn^  before  the  sheriff's 
sale,  and  in  order  to  enforce  them  he  filed  this  bill, 
praying  that  so  far  as  he  and  Brown  may  be  prejudiced, 
in  recovering  the  amount  of  their  debt  from  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  by  the  sheriff,  in  consequence  of  JSeaton  hav- 
ing resorted  to  that  fund  for  the  payment  of  Morgan's 
debt  to  him,  the  defendant,  Beaton,  may  *be  declared  to 
be  a  trustee  of  the  securities  which  had  been  put  into  his 
hands  by  Morgan^  for  securing  the  same  debt;  that 
Joseph  ^  Brown  may  be  substituted  in  the  plaoe  of 
Beaton,  as  holder  of  such  securities ;  and  that  the  «ame 
may  be  assigned  accordingly;  amd  that  if  Eeaton  shall 
have  parted  with  them  or  impaired  them,  after  the  notice 
he  had  of  Joseph  ^  Brown's  equitable  rights,  he  may 
be  decreed  to  make  good  any  loss  which  Joseph  ^  Brawn 
have  sustained  thereby. 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  more  fully  stated  in  the 
evidence;  but  I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  go  into 
them  more  particularly  than  I  have  done,  for,  besides 
the  fact  that  if  Joseph  has  suffered  any  disadvantage, 
from  not  standing  in  the  place  of  HeaUm,  as  holder  of 
tliese  eeguritieSi  debtS|  &c.,  which  Morgwik  had  assigned 
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to  JBeati>n^  and  which  he  was  desirous  to  avail  himself  I860; 
ofy  for  obtaining  payment  of  hi%  debt,  that  is  entirely  in 
consequence  of  his  haying  rejected  the  assignment  which 
was  mode  to  him  in  April,  1855.  I  am  not  able  to  satisfy 
myself  that  the  plaintifi^  Joseph,  has  the  equitable  daiift 
that  he  relies  upon^  as  the  foundation  of  his  suit  It  has 
been  decreed  that  Joseph  and  Brown  are  entitled  to 
stand  in  the  place  of  Seaton,  as  to  the  securities  men*- 
tioned  in  the  bill;  that  they  are  entitled  to  a  lien  there- 
iqwu,  ia  respect  oi  their  judgment  against  Morgan*^  and 
ikat  Bkatan  is  responsible  for  any  loss  that  has  resultod 
to  JoHph  ^  Brownj  by  reason  of  his  re-assignment  or 
sorrender  of  the  securities  to  Morgan. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  deliyered  by  Mr. 
Vice-chancellor  Spragge,  and  is  reported  in  5th  Gfrant*$ 
fteports,  686. 

I  have  great  reason  to  distrust  my  own  opinion  upon 
qpieetions,  such  as  are  presented  in  this  suit,  of  which  wc 
have  no  experience  in  courts  of  law$  but  according  to 
the  best  judgment  I  can  form,  this  was  not  a  case  for 
applying  the  equitable  doctrine  of  marshalling  securities. 

In  Lanoy  ▼.  the  Duke  of  Athol,  (a)  Lord  Eardwieke 
states  it  '^to  be  the  constant  equity  of  that  court  that  if 
a  creditor  has  two  funds  he  shall  take  his  satisfaction 
.out  of  that  fond  upon  which  another  creditor  has  no  lien 
— as,  suppose  a  person  who  has  two  real  estates,  both 
mortgaged  to  one  person,  and  afterwards  only  one  of  the 
estates  to  a  second  mortgage^ ,  who  had  no  notice  of  the 
first;  the  court,  in  order  to  relieve  the  second  mortgagee, 
have  directed  the  first  to  take  his  satisfaction  out  of  that 
estate  only  which  is  not  in  mortgage  to  the  second 
mortgagee,  if  that  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  first  mort- 
gage, in  order  to  make  room  for  the  second  mort« 
gagee.'* 

(a)  2  AUJb,  i44. 
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1859.  Lord  Mdmy  in  Aldrich  y.  Cooper^  (a)  states  the 
principle  thus:— "It  is  ihe  ordinary  course  in  equity 
that  a  person  having  two  funds  shall  not,  by  this  election, 
disappoint  the  party  having  only  one  fundy  and  equity, 
to  satisfy  both,  will  throw  him  who  has  two  funds  upon 
that  which, can  be  affected  by  him  only,  to  the  intent  that 
the  only  fund  to  which  the  other  has  access  may  remain 
clear  to  him." 

It  cannot,  I  think,  be  said  *here  that  there  were  two 
fundsj  in  one  of  which  the  plaintiff,  Joseph^  had  a  par- 
ticular interest,  and  in  the  other  not,  while  Heatan  had 
an  option  to  resort  to  either.  Heaton  had  obtained  a 
judgment  against  Morgan^  the  common  debtor  of  both, 
and  he  had,  besides,  an  assignment  of  all  Morgan's  debts 
by  bonds,  notes  or  accounts,  intended  to  afford  him  some 
security,  though,  by  no  means  an  adequate  one,  as  it 
appeal's  from  the  evidence  for  his  large  debt,  in  case  any 
other  creditor  of  Morgan  should  be  found  to  have  come 
in  with  an  execution  against  Morgan,  before  Seatan 
could  take  out  his  writ  oi  fieri  facias,  and  deliver  it  to 
the  sheriff. 

If  this  were  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  endeavour- 
ing to  obtain  the  interference  of  a  court  of  equity,  to 
restrain  Heaton  from  making  use  of  his  judgment  and 
execution,  until  he  had  first  exhausted  his  security  under 
the  assignment,  it  cannot  be  contended  for  a  moment 
that  the  court  would  interfere  for  that  purpose,  for 
Seaton,  though  he  held  the  assignment  in  question,  had 
the  same  common  law  right  as  every  other  judgment 
creditor  would  have,  to  enforce  the  payment  of  his  debt 
by  execution.  If  he  had  been  required  to  wait  till  it 
could  be  ascertained  how  many  of  Morgan's  debts  he 
could  succeed  in  collecting,  we  can  see  plainly  that  his 
judgment  would  have  been  of  little  use  to  him,  for  other 
creditors  of  Morgan  (and  the  plaintiff  among  the  num- 
ber) would  have  pressed  forward  with  their  executions, 

(a)  8  Yet.  882. 
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and  lie  would  soon  haye  found  himself  in  a  much  worse  18&9. 
situation  than  if  he  had  taken  no  security.  It  is  true 
that  in  this  case  there  was  no  attempt  to  restrain  HecUon 
from  enforcing  his  judgment,  but  the  plaintiff  claims  it 
as  an  equitable  consequence  of  Heatan^s  having  received 
satisfaction  by  means  of  his  execution,  that  he  shall  be 
allowed  to  stand  in  Beaton's  place,  in  regard  to  the 
notes,  debts,' &c.,  which  Seatan  had  held.  The  founda- 
tion of  such  an  equity  is  explained  to  be,  that  a  man 
having  two  securities  ought  not  to  exercise  his  option  of 
proceeding  upon  one  or  the  other  of  them  in  such  a 
manner  as  xmfairly  to  injure  another  creditor.  When 
he  does  so,  he  is  said  to  act  capriciously  and  unjustly, 
and  to  afford  ground  for  the  interference  of  a  court  of 
equity  in  the  manner  applied  for  by  this  bill. 

But  can  that  principle  be  applied,  as  regards  the 
creditor  of  a  debtor,  which  debtor  has  not,  by  any  act  of 
his,  created  a  double  security?  I  think  not.  Upon  the 
same  principle  that  the  plaintiff  should  succeed  in  his 
suit,  it  should  follow  that  in  all  other  cases,  a  mortgagee 
who  has  taken  a  bond  to  accompany  his  mortgage,  and 
obtains  judgment  upon  it,  or  upon  his  covenant  contained 
in  the  mortgage,  and  compels  payment  of  his  debt  by 
execution,  should  be  obliged  to  assign  his  mortgage  to 
any  creditor  of  the  mortgagor  that  might  ask  for  it,  upon 
the  ground  that  he  ought  to  have  sold  the  estate  under 
the  power  in  his  mortgage,  or  should  have  brought 
ejectment. 

The  other  creditors  of  the  mortgagor  might  urge  what 
is  urged  here,  that  by  taking  execution  against  the  goods 
of  the  mortgagor  he  had,  so  far,  impaired  the  ability  of 
the  mortgagor  to  pay  his  other  creditors,  and  should, 
therefore,  surrender  his  mortgage  for  their  benefit.  But 
it  would  certainly  be  a  very  inconvenient  equity  to  be 
introduced  in  such  cases,  for,  hitherto,  when  a  mortgagee 
has  been  paid  his  debt,  no  obstacle  has  been  interposed 
to  his  discharging  the  security,  or  re-conveying  the 
estate;  though,  if  the  plaintiff  is  right  in  what  he  con- 
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I860,  te&ds  for,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  a  tlurd  party,  to 
whom  the  mortgagor  was  indebted,  should  not^  in  tokj 
snch  case,  have  as  good  a  right  to  apply  to  be  snbstitnted 
in  the  place  of  the  mortgagee,  who  has  been  paid  hia 
debt;  and  yet^  I  have  never  known  an  attempt  of  that 
kind  made,  and  can  find  no  trace  of  a  suit  founded  upon 
snch  a  supposed  equity. 

I  do  not  consider  that  it  could,  in  the  view  of  a  court 
of  equity,  have  been  thought  at  all  reasonable  that 
Meaton  should  have  been  expected  to  forbear  proceeding 
<m  his  judgment,  until  he  had  done  his  best  to  colkct 
all  the  debts  due  to  Morgan  from  his  customers*  In 
following  up  his  judgment  by  an  execution,  he  was  only 
doing  what  any  other  judgment  creditor  of  Morgan  had 
a  right  to  do;  he  was  not  taking  to  himself  any  par- 
ticular fund  in  which  Joseph  had  a  special  interest^  and 
if  there  was  nothing  unreasonable  in  his  having  done 
what  he  did,  then  I  do  not  see  how  such  a  consequence 
should  follow  from  it  as  would  be  made  to  follow  by  the 
de<aree. 

It  is  material,  also,  to  consider  that  the  asaignment 
made  by  Morgan  for  securing  Seaton's  debt  was  one  oi 
a  peculiar  character.  It  was  not  like  a  bond  of  a  third 
party,  or  like  a  mortgage  that  is  commonly  given  for 
securing  a  debt.  It  vested  in  Meaton  no  tangible  pro- 
perty, real  or  personal;  but  only  all  Morgan's  chums  of 
every  kind  against  third  parties,  his  customers  and 
others,  with  full  power  and  discretion  to  use  his  name 
in  collecting  the  debts,  and  in  compromising  with  his 
debtors.  Such  a  trust  he  might  be  willing  to  repose  in 
one  man,  and  not  in  another,  either  for  his  own  sake,  or 
for  the  sake  of  his  debtors.  It  required  diligence,  per- 
severance, discretion,  and  integrity,  and  good  know- 
ledge, and  habits  of  business;  and  it  would  be  strange, 
I  think,  if  the  owner  of  such  debts  and  securities  should 
be  compelled  to  place  such  a  confidence  in  any  one  of 
his  creditors  who,  under  such  circumstances,  might 
choose  to  ask  for  it. 
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We  bftYe  been  informed  at  the  bar,  that  either  from  dome  1850. 
eompromiee  that  has  been  come  to,  or  from  some  changes 
that  have  taken  place  lately,  in  the  circamstances  of 
parties  to  this  suit,  the  decision  has  become  a  matter  of 
no  moment  except  as  regards  costs.  I  cannot  be  certain 
that  I  take  a  correct  view  of  the  main  question  that  was 
raised  in  the  cabe,  since  most,  I  belieye,  of  my  brot!her 
judges  indline  to  the  contrary  opinion, 

I  hare  referred,  however,  to  the  case  of  Greenwood 
V,  ToffhTy  (a)  and  to  the  case  of  Mason  v.  Begg^  (i)  and 
Ute  observations  made  in  the  latter  case  upon  the  for- 
mer have  confirmed  me  in  the  impression  that  this  can 
not  be  a  case  for  applying  the  equitable  principle  of 
marshalling  securities.  It  is  material  to  consider  that 
this  is  not  like  Aldrteh  v.  Cooper,  a  case  of  marshall- 
ing the  assets  of  a  deceased  debtor,  but  is  a  case  in  . 
which  the  court  was  asked  to  apply  the  principle  of 
marshalling  securities,  the  debtor  being  still  living ;  and  judgmMit 
(as  I  have  already  stated)  upon  the  same  principle  on 
which  the  object  of  this  suit  could  be  obtained,  any  of 
the  judgment  creditors  of  a  mortgagor  could  claim  as  a 
matter  of  right  to  have  a  mortgage  assigned  to  him, 
which  had  been  given  to  another  creditor  of  the  mort- 
gagor, who  had  compelled  payment  of  his  debt,  through 
an  execution,  without  resorting  to  the  special  security 
held  by  him.  I  think  I  am  safe  in  saying,  that  in  the 
whole  period  since  the  establishment  of  our  Court  of 
Chancery,  no  instance  has  occurred  of  such  an  equity 
being  enforced,  nor  have  I  ever  heard  of  an  attempt  to 
advance  a  similar  claim  on  the  part  of  any  general 
creditor  of  a  mortgagor,  though  it  need  hardly  be  said 
that  cases  have  been  constantly  occurring  in  which  there 
were  the  same  grounds  for  such  a  suit,  as  in  the  present 
case,  and  in  which  it  would  have  been  manifestly  for  the 
advantage  of  a  creditor  to  avail  himself  of  the  remedy, 
if  it  were  open  to  him.     I  have  found  no  larace,  either, 

(«)  1  Bus.«al  Mjl,  186.  (6)  2  MyL  and  Or.,  m. 
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1650.  of  a  suit  sustained  in  England  under  similar  oironm- 
stances.  This  has  made  me  entertain  great  doubts  as  to 
the  right ;  though,  in  discussing  cases  of  a  different  kind, 
there  has  been  language  used  by  text-writers  whioh  may 
seem  to  recognise  it. 

Then  there  is  the  further  objection  which  I  have 
noticed,  that  what  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  applying 
for,  was  not  simply  to  have  a  security  assigned  to  him 
that  was  of  an  ordinary  character,  such  as  a  mortgage 
of  lands,  or  of  chattels,  but  a  transfer  of  choses  in 
action,  undefined  in  amount,  which  contained  power  to 
sue  for,  and  collect  all  the  book  debts,  &c.,  in  the  name 
of  the  person  making  the  assignment;  the  effect  of  which 
would  be  to  clothe  this  plaintiff  with  a  trust  of  a  special 
character,  which,  for  various  reasons,  he  might  have 
been  little  qualified  to  execute,  and  which,  therefore,  he 
would  never  have  been  entrusted  to  execute  by  the 
parties  having  an  interest  in  the  matter,  that  is,  by 
Morgan^  or  by  his  creditors  generally. 

It^  may,  it  is  true,  be  said  that  by  executing  the  deed 
of  7th  April,  1855,  Morgan  had  shewn  that  he  did  not 
look  upon  Joseph  as  a  person  whom  he  would  hesitate 
to  entrust  with  power  to  collect  all  his  debts,  &c.,  since 
he  had  actually  made  him  a  trustee  for  that  purpose 
by  that  deed.  But  the  fact  that  he  did  make  that 
assignment  to  Joseph  and  others,  and  that  Joseph  wholly 
rejected  it,  and  declined  to  act  under  it,  opens  the  way  to 
another  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  suit,  which  has  been 
urged,  and  I  think  not  unreasonably,  for  it  can  hardly 
be  admitted' that '<7b«ejE?A  was  entitled  thus  to  play  fast 
and  loose  at  his  discretion,  and,  after  rejecting  the  assign- 
ment which  Morgan  had  executed,  to  insist  afterwards 
upon  Beaton's  making  an  assignment  of  the  debts  to  him, 
or  to  claim  to  hold  him  responsible  for  any  loss  which  he 
{Joseph)  had  suffered  from  the  books  and  securities 
having  been  returned  by  Beaton  to  Morgan^  after  the 
debt  had  been  satisfied,  for  which  he  had  held  them  as 
security. 
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For  these  reasonB,  I  BhoQld  have  thought  it  right  to    1859. 
reverse  the  decision,  and  to  dismiss  the  plaintiff's  bill 
with  costs;  bat  my  brothers,  in  general,  are  against  giv- 
ing Tappinffj  who  alone  appeals,  his  costs,  and  so  the 
bill,  as  to  Topping^  is  dismissed  without  costs. 

D&APBR,  0.  J. — Beaton  was,  as  appears  to  me,  a  cre- 
ditor having  a  double  fund  to  look  to  for  payment. 

When  he  endorsed  for  Morgan* 8  accommodation  he 
took  a  cognovit  actionem  as  his  security,  and  the  deed 
of  the  22nd  of  March,  1855,  but  executed  on  the  80th 
of  March,  on  which  day  the  fi.  fa.  issued  by  ffeaton  was 
put  into  the  sheriff's  hands. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Beaton  had  a  right  to 
obtain  satisfaction  either  through  his  execution,  or  under 
the  assigtment.  But  his  election  could  not  be  made 
prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the  other  creditors.  judgnut. 

Strictly  speaking  this  is  not  a  case  of  marshalling,  but 
there  are  many  cases  in  which  the  principle  is  applied 
between  living  persons,  as  pointed  out  by  Lord  Eldon^  in 
Aldrich  V.  Cooper^  that  principle  being  *^  in  some  degree 
that  it  shall  not  depend  upon  the  will  of  one  creditor  to 
disappoint  another;"  and  further,  that  a  creditor  to 
secure  whom  a  debtor  has  subjected  some  particular 
property,  and  who  therefore  ^^  can  make  it  liable  to  that 
extent  shall  not  by  his  will  defeat  another,  the  former 
having  two  funds,  the  latter  only  one." 

Morgan,  by  his  own  act,  gave  Beaton  recourse  against 
certain  parts  of  his  personal  estate,  which  an  execution  at 
law  would  not  reach,  leaving  him  at  the  same  time  his  full 
right  to  all  legal  remedies  to  recover  his  debt.  He 
could  therefore  have  recourse  to  the  one  by  way  of 
execution ;  to  the  other,  by  force  of  the  deed  of  22nd 
March,  1855,  and  the  principle  I  take  to  be,  that  he 
shall  not  by  his  election  to  make  use  of  the  execution  to 
89  VOL.  I. 
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leSfiL  pbtf  in  satisfaction^  disappoint  other  creditors,  vbo  b^ve 
^!^"<^  only  the  personal  estate  vhioh  may  be  taken  in  execa- 

^^  tion  to  look  to.  Such  creditors,  it  is  true,.haye  no  claims 
in  law,  over  the  effects  assigned  to  Reatan  ;  but  if  they 
be  deprived  of  the  single  fund  to  which  they  could  have 
recourse  by  HeatorCB  act,  then  they  are,  as  I  understand 
the  cases,  entitled  to  stand  in  Seaton'i  place  as  to  the 
fund  specially  created  and  set  apart  for  HeaUnCi  satis* 
faction. 

This  I  take  to  be  the  general  principle,  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  he 
asks  for,  especially  under  the  particular  circumstances, 

I  cannot  understand  the  plaintiff's  conduct.  He 
appears  to  have  acquiesced  in  and  approved  of  the 
arrangement  of  the  7th  of  April,  1855,  by  whidi,  subjeof 
of  course  to  the  prior  satisfaction  of  Reoito%  Batson^ 
jxOamL  ^^^  VanBrocklin'9  executions,  any  balance  of  the  debt 
due  by  Morgan  would  have  been  paid  out  of  the  effects 
assigned.  It  appears  that  the  object  of  the  parties  to 
this  arrangement  was,  that  the  goods  seized  in  execution 
should,  instead  of  being  sold  in  the  usual  manner  for 
cash,  be  sold  on  a  credit,  satisfactory  endorsed  notes 
extending  over  a  long  period  being  taken  as  payment 
A  sale  was  made  on  this  understanding,  for  Se^vton^ 
BaUany  and  VanBroekUn  agreed  to  take  such  notes  for 
their  claims,  and  the  goods  of  Morgan  if^e  sold  to  one 
Bacon  at  13s.  9d.  in  the  pound  of  their  invoiced  value- 
But  the  plaintiff,  who  it  is  sworn  had  a^^  to  endorse 
the  notes  for  certainly  one-thurd  of  the  amount,  and 
according  to  Bacon' %  recollection,  for  the  whole,  refused 
to  endorse  at  all ;  and  other  parties  were  offered  as  endor- 
sers, whose  names  were  not  satisfactory.  Brown  swears 
positively  that  before  he  wrote  the  letter  of  the  18th  of 
April,  1855,  plaintiff  had  repudiated  the  agreement. 
The  date  of  the  first  sale,  •*.  «.,  that  at  which  Bacon 
purchased,  does  not  appear ;  bat  the  second  was  on  the 
21st  of  May,  and  the  goods  w^re  theq,  sold  i»t  12s»  in 
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the  pound,  leaying  nothing  t6  Batisfj  tlid  plaintiff's    1859. 
execution. 

I  am  driven  to  the  conclusion  that  the  arrangement  of 
the  7th  of  April  was  defeated  through  the  plaintiff's 
refusal  to  endorse,  and  there  is  some  reason  for  suspect- 
ing, though  I  cannot  say  I  think  it  proved,  that  he 
imagined  he  had  gained  an  advantage  by  the  execution 
of  the  deed  of  the  7th  of  April,  and  meant  to  rely  on  it, 
and  not  to  fulfil  his  undertaking  respecting  the  sale  of 
the  goods  on  credit. 

Whatever  rights  the  plaintiff  may  have  had  so  long  ad 
he  had  only  his  Jadgment  and  execution,  while  Seaton^ 
in  addition  to  his  prior  execation  held  the  assignment  of 
the  22nd  of  March,  1855,  the  state  of  affairs  was  materi- 
ally altered  by  the  arrangement  of  the  7th  of  April  fol- 
lowing. The  plaintiff  thereby  acquiesced  in  JETeaton's 
obtaining  satisfaction  out  of  the  goods  seized  in  execu-  Jiidgmtfii 
tion  in  order  to  release  his  claim  upon  the  debt^  and 
effects  assigned,  and  to  take  the  assignment  of  the  7th 
of  April  from  Morgan^  not  from  Seatonj  as  his  claim 
would  be  extinguished  in  the  manner  proposed.  '  After 
this,  I  d(2  not  perceive  what  equity  he  can  have  to  claim 
against  Seaton  the  assets  so  assigned  to  himself,  the 
plaintiff,  or  how  he  can  give  himself  such  a  right  by 
failing  to  fulfil  the  latter  arrangement. 

It  has  been  strongly  pressed  upon  us,  that  JETeatan 
could  not  for  his  own  satisfaction  have  converted  the 
debts,  &c.,  assigned  to  him,  into  cash,  until  after  exhaust- 
ing the  chattels  taken  under  his  execution,  and  that  the 
moment  the  sale  by  the  sheriff  produced  enough  to  pay 
him,  he  was  bound  to  return  to  Morgan  what  the  latter 
had  assigned  to  him* 

However  this  might  be,  I  think  enough  appears  to 
disentitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  he  asks  for,  and  that 
the  bill  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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ESTBN,  V.  0. — There  is  no  ground  for  the  argument 
that  Seaton  was  bound  to  resort  to  his  execution  in  the 
first  instance.  Mr.  Wood's  evidence  and  letter  are 
equivocal,  but  the  assignment  settles  the  question. 

Upon  the  other  point  I  am  not  prepared  to  concur  in 
a  variation  of  the  decree.  Much,  perhaps,  may  be 
urged  on  both  sides.  These  securities  are  not  assets  in 
the  strict  sense  of  that  term ;  but  the  securities  could 
not  be  reached  at  law  by  legal  process,  nor  in  equity  on 
the  principle  of  equitable  execution,  not  being  liable  to 
debts  at  all  in  the  life-time  of  the  debtor,  and  so  far  they 
resemble  equitable  assets  ;  and  it  would  not  be  unjust  to 
apply  the  doctrine  of  equitable  assets  to  them.  On  the 
other  hand  it  seems  reasonable  to  give  the  creditors  the 
same  remedies  against  them  as  .they  would  have  had 
against  the  goods,  and  at  all  events  it  is  very  unjust  to 
Joseph  to  raise  the  question  for  the  first  time  on 
appeal,  since  he  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  it :  the  prior 
creditors  having  been  paid  in  full,  and  at  any  rate  it 
ought  not  to  vary  the  decree  as  to  costs,  since  Joseph 
would  have  willingly  taken  such  a  decree ;  and  a  suit 
was  necessary  to  enable  him  to  obtain  any  relief,  the 
defendants  resisting  all  relief.  I  think  the  decree  should 
be  affirmed. 

Burns,  J. — The  respondent's  case  is  not  rested  upon 
the  proposition  of  a  contract  between  the  creditors  of 
Morgan  and  Morgan  himself,  which  entitles  them  or  any 
individual  creditor  to  claim  the  right  of  standing  in  the 
place  of  Seaton  with  respect  to  the  securities  which 
Morgan  had  assigned  as  collateral  security  for  Meaton's 
endorsations  for  him  ;  but  the  respondent's  claim  to  an 
equity  in  his  favour  rests  upon  the  broad  doctrine  that 
where  one  creditor  has  a  charge  or  lien  upon  two  funds, 
or  two  sets  of  security  for  the  same  debt,  to  either  of 
which  he  may  resort,  a  court  of  equity,  though  in  a  case 
like  the  present,  where  it  neither  can  nor  will  compel 
the  creditor  to  elect  which  he  will  look  to,  yet  whon  be 
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has  elected,  irill  assume  a  jurisdiction  oyer  the  fund,  or  1860. 
the  security  which  the  creditor  has  not  selected,  and 
deal  with  that  in  favour  of  a  creditor  who  might  haye 
obtained  the  other  fund  but  for  the  selection.  I  agree 
with  this  proposition,  dating  it  to  commence  when  Beaton 
placed  his  execution  in  the  sheriff's  hands,  by  which  the 
goods  were  bound,  but  incapable  of  being  acted  upon 
until  the  goods  were  sold ;  and  now  let  us  see  whether 
the  present  case  is  one  in  which  to  apply  it. 

Morgan,  it  seems,  was  largely  indebted  to  yarious 
persons,  and  among  others,  to  all  the  parties  to  this  suit. 
Seaton,  in  order  to  protect  himself,  had  not  only  ob- 
tained a  confession  of  judgment  from  Morgan^  but  had 
also  on  the  22nd  of  March,  1855,  obtained  from  him  a 
bill  of  sale  transferi;ing  notes,  book  debts,  and  securities. . 
On  the  80th  of  March  Meaton  placed  an  execution,  sued 
out  upon  the  judgment,  in  the  sheriff's  hands  against 
Morgan's  goods  and  chattels.  Other  persons  followed  jndgmeat. 
with  executions,  and  the  appellant's  and  respondent's 
executions  came  to  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  on  the  same 
day,  viz.,  the  4th  of  April,  though  the  respondent's 
execution  appears  to  have  preceded  that  of  the  appellant. 
The  judgment  obtained  by  the  respondent  was  upon  a 
confession,  and  probably  the  other  was  also.  It  seems 
the  goods  were  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  different  exe- 
cutions anterior  to  that  of  the  respondent,  and  conse- 
quently there  was  a  great  anxiety  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant,  and  also  of  the  respondent,  that  some  arrange- 
ment and  understanding  should  be  come  to  and  adopted 
between  all  the  parties  interested,  by  which  Morgan's 
property  could  be  turned  to  the  best  advantage  to  satisfy 
the  debts.  In  pursuance  of  this  desire,  Morgan^  on  the 
27th  of  April,  1855,  made  over  all  his  stock  in  trade, 
merchandise,  &;c.,  together  with  his  book  debts,  notes, 
securities,  &c.,  which  Heaton  then  held,  to  the  appellant, 
the  respondent,  and  Brown.  It  seems  the  understand- 
ing then  was,  though  not  put  into  the  writing,  that  the 
sheriff  should  transfer  the  goods  to  some  person  who 
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1^50.  should  fornisli  endorsed  promissorj  noted,  and  that  the 
payment  of  these  notes  should  furnish  the  funds  to  pay 
off  the  Afferent  executions ;  Beaton  being  the  first  and 
largest  creditor  consenting  to  this  arrangement.  Accord- 
ing to  the  understanding  these  notes  were  to  be  endorsed 
by  Joseph  and  Brown  and  by  Topping,  This  arrange- 
ment fell  through,  and  subsequently,  for  the  reasons 
which  I  shall  hereafter  give,  the  respondent  dissented 
from  the  arrangement  which  Morgan,  Brown  and 
Topping  had  made  on  the  7th  of  April.  On  the  20th 
of  April  the  parties,  leaving  out  Joseph,  came  to  another 
arrangement,  and  by  an  instrument  of  that  date  Beaton 
covenanted  that  the  sheriff  might  sell  the  goods,  and  if 
they  should  be  purchased  by  Topping,  that  he  {Beaton) 
would  accept  Topping's  promissory  notes  for  his  debt, 
and  would  assign  over  to  Topping  the  securities  which 
he  {BeatorC)  held.  To  carry  out  this  new  arrangement 
the  sheriff,  on  the  21st  of  May,  sold  the  goods  to  Van- 
Brochlin,  also  a  judgment  creditor,  upon  the  understand- 
ing that  he  should  again  re-sell  and  pay  the  executions. 
This  was  done  with  the  consent  of  Beaton.  The  sheriff 
then  returned  Beaton's  execution  as  satisfied,  VanBrock- 
tin's  as  satisfied  in  part,  and  as  to  the  residue,  and  all 
the  other  executions,  nulla  bona.  On  the  23rd  of  May 
Morgan  transferred  and  assigned  all  the  securities  to 
Topping  and  Brown,  in  satisfaction  of  their  debts,  he 
having  by  an  endorsement  on  the  instrument  of  the  20th 
of  April,  consented  that  Beaton  might  transfer  them. 
After  VanBrocklin  purchased  the  goods,  he,  together 
with  Topping,  became  responsible  to  the  creditors,  and 
VanBrocklin  was  constituted  agent  to  collect  the  secu- 
rities so  transferred  by  Morgan  and  Beaton.  The  res- 
pondent on  the  19th  of  May,  through  his  solicitor,  noti- 
fied Beaton  by  post  that  he  intended  to  resort  to  the 
equitable  claim  set  up  in  this  suit ;  and  also  notified  the 
sheriff  before  he  had  made  any  appropriations  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  goods  to  the  same  effect. 

This  narration  is  a  plain  statement  of  the  facts,  with 
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ibe  exception  of  one  or  two  connected  with  the  eondnot 
of  the  respondent,  which  I  shall  mention  presently,  as 
hearing  npon  the  view  I  entertain  of  it,  and  npon  these 
facts  the  court  below  has  decreed  that  the  respondent  is 
entitled  to  the  secorities  so  held  by  Heaton^  subject  to 
whatever  balance  may  be  due  to  VanBrochlin  in  respect 
of  hb  judgment^  in  priority  over  the  appellant. 

I  do  not  see  that  the  notices  given  on  the  1 9th  of  May, 
by  the  respondent,  of  his  intention  to  claim  the  equity 
now  sought,  places  him  in  the  position  of  being  entitled 
to  claim  the  exclusive  right  to  the  securities  in  question, 
and  the  court  below  thought  so.  The  ground  for  giving 
the  respondent  that  priority  must  rest  upon  the  fact  that 
his  execution  was  placed  in  the  sheriff's  hands  some  few 
minutes  before  that  of  the  appellant,  and  the  question  is, 
whether  that^is  sufficient  in  this  case. 

The  securities  so  held  by  Beaton  were  not  in  any  way 
subject  to  any  of  the  executions  then  in  the  sheriff 's 
hands,  and  would  not  have  been,  even  though  the  exeeu- 
tion  debtor  had  then  held  them  himself,  for  it  is  only  since 
that  time  that  the  legislature  has  subjected  assets  sudii 
as  securities  to  execution.  As  respects  the  goods  which 
the  sheriff  had  seized,  they  of  course  were  legal  assets 
liable  to  the  creditors,  and  the  sheriff  would  pay  the 
proceeds  of  them  according  to  the  legal  priority  of  the 
writs,  and  if  it  were  necessary  for  a  court  of  equity 
to  administer  those  assets,  the  same  rule  would  be 
observed.  The  securities  in  JETeaton'd  hands  could  only 
be  treated,  even  quoad  his  own  execution,  as  equitable 
assets.  He  held  them  by  a  legal  title,  it  is  true,  and 
could  apply  them  legally  towards  satisfaction  of  his  debt, 
but  his  execution  formed  no  lien  upon  them,  any  more  than 
the  executions  of  the  other  creditors.  The  deed  of  22nd 
of  March  expresses  that  Beaton  was  to  enjoy  the  subject 
matter  assigned  for  ever,  to  and  for  the  uses,  intentSi 
and  purposes  mentioned  therein. 
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itW9.  an  ezeombion  against  ifai^g^«f»'t  goods,  whiek  none 
of  MwgarCt  creditors  coidd  JUsplaoe,  and  be  also 
ibeld  certain  securities  which  he  vas  not  "boand  by 
any  role  of  law  or  equity  to  apply  to  the  liquidation  of 
his  debt.  The  other  execution  creditors  had  no  l^al 
ineumbranoe  upon  the  seouritaes;  they  bad  only  an 
equitable  right  to  those  equitable  assets  in  tbe  evMH, 
«nd  when  the  event  happened,  of  Seat(m  absorbing  the 
legal  assets,  and  that  right,  as  I  think,  would  be  to  buTC 
them  administered  pari  passu.  Before  the  event  arose 
which  would  call  that  right  into  existence,  riz.,  on  the 
Tth  April,  the  debtor  made  an  arrangement  with  JBrown, 
in  respect  of  his,  the  debtor's  affairs,  and  by  deed  transfer- 
red  to  Joseph,  Brown,  and  Topping  all  his  goods  and  the 
securities  in  question.  The  deed  does  not  express  ^ 
arrangement,  which  was  understood  to  have  been  settled, 
of  the  terms  upon  which  the  three  were  to  take  the  goods 
and  securities,  but  the  evidence  supplies  that  Ndthiug 
is  said  about  priority  of  executions,  or  of  the  proportions 
to  be  applied,  in  respect  of  their  demands;  but  I  appre- 
hend the  legal  effect  of  this  instrument,  as  between 
themselves,  Joseph,  Brown,  and  Topping,  in  case  there 
should  be  a  deficiency  in  satisfying  their  demands,  after 
discharging  the  demands  of  those  who  had  a  prior  right, 
and  who  were  not  parties  to  taking  the  goods  and  securi- 
ties in  satisfaction,  would  be,  that  it  should  be  shared  in 
proportionally,  and  according  to  their  respective  debts, 
and  not  according  to  priority  of  time,  in  placing  the 
executions  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff.  Joseph  never 
saw  this  deed,  and  he  says  he  only  knew  of  its  contents 
after  Brown  returned  from  Brantford,  which  was  a  day 
or  two  after  the  Tth  April,  and  he  represents  that  Brown 
informed  him  that  it  gave  them  a  preference  over 
Topping.  This  arrangement  of  the  Tth  April  was  broken 
up,  and,  so  far  as  Topping  is  concerned,  it  is  material  to 
enquire  why  it  was  broken  up,  and  whose  fault  it  was. 
The  respondent  wishes  us  to  understand  the  fault  lay  with 
his  partner,  Brown,  who  either  then  had  become,  or  was 
becoming,  a  partner  with  the  appellant^  and  that  these 
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two  were,  witli  tiie  aasisUxice  of  Morgam  and  .Beaton,  or  1869. 
of  Q&e  <£  them,  colluding  together  to  give  every  tiling 
to  the  appellant,  and  deprive  the  respondent  of  his  debt. 
I£  that  were  trae,  as  a  coneequenoe,  Brown  most  be  a 
loMT,  to  the  extent  of  half  of  the  partnership  demand; 
bat'apoaa  carefid  penual  of  the  evidence  and  corres- 
pondanoe,  there,  seems,  in  tmth,  nothing  to  warrant  the 
CQiiQliision  of  any  such  combination  against  the  respon- 
dent, or  that  the  arrangement  was  broken  off  from  any 
Boofa  idea.  Then,  upon  the  evidence,  we  are  left  to 
examine  the  respondent's  condact,  and  herein  two  things 
present  themsdves  for  consideration  ;  first,  whether 
betweenthe  7th  April,  and  the  17th,  when  the  respondent 
wrote  to  Btatany  he  had  obtained  any  new  light  upon 
the  subject  of  the  non-priority  of  his  and  Brawn'% 
execBtion  over  Ihppmg'sy  by  the  deed  of  the  7th  April, 
or,  secondly,  whether  he  repented  of,  or  did  not  wish  to 
canT^  out  the  arrangement  which  Brown  had  made, 
via^  that  the  goods  should  be  sold  to  some  person,  on 
cvedit^.aiid  that  notes  should  be  taken,  to  be  endorsed 
Ij^Joiepk'^  Brown^  and  Topping^  to  satisfy  Heaion^ 
and:  tba  others. 

We  see,  from  the  evidence  of  Broufny  that  the  respon- 
deat and  the  appellant  had  a  quarrel,  but  what  it  was 
about  we  are  not  informed.  It  would  have  been  material' 
to  the  question  before  us  to  know  whether  that  quarrel 
had  a  relation  to  the  position  of  the  writs  then  in  the 
shariff's  hands.  Joseph^  in  his  evidence,  says  that' 
Toppmf  proposed  a  second  assignment,  after  that  of  the 
7th  Aprily  but  he  objected  to  it,  and  he  farther  tells  us^ 
that  he-never  repudiated  the  first,  and  would  now  be  satis- 
fied with  it,  if  it'gave  him  and  Brown  a  preference  over 
T0ppinj^  As  I  have  already  said,  the  procuration  fronr 
Morgan  of  the  deed  of  the  7th  April,  was  but  part  of  the 
arrangement  entered  into  with  Morgan,  The  debts  due 
HeaUm,  and  the  other  executions  previous  to  that  of 
Jo9$ph-^  Browny  were  to  be  provided  for  before  the 
pcopiBTty  under  the  deed  could  become  available  to  the 
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1859.    three  persons  to  whom  made,  and,  according  to  the 
understanding  then  existing,  Seatan  was  to  be  settled 
with  bj  notes,  endorsed  as  I  have  stated*    How  fttr 
Joseph,  Brown,  and  Topping  had  then  confidence  in 
each  other,  or  what  were  the  points  of  dispute  does  not 
appear,  but  when  Joseph  wrote  the  letter  of  the  17th 
April  to  Heaton,  I  think  it  was  impossible  for  either  HeaJton 
or  Morgan  to  suppose  that  the  arrangement  of  the  7th 
April  was  any  longer  to  exist.     Joseph  informs  Heaton 
that  he  understood  it  was  arranged  bj  Brown  that  the 
firm  of  Joseph  ^  Brown  would  become  liable  for  the 
amount  due  him  bj  Morgan,  and  tells  him  plainly  that 
he  has  no  intention  of  assuming  such  a  liability.    Heaton, 
after  that  information,  could  only  go  on  and  enforce  his 
execution,  unless  some  new  arrangement  were  come  to. 
As  neither  of  the  three  persons  had  executed  the  deed  of 
the  7th  of  April,  of  course  Morgan  could  only  look  upon 
the  repudiation  of  one  part  of  the  arrangement  as  making 
an  end  of  the  whole.     The  letter  of  Brown,  of  the  18th 
April,  signed  by  the  name  of  the  firm  oi  Joseph  ^  Brown 
appears,   then,  natural  enough,  as  neither  Brown  nor 
Topping  wished  to  repudiate  the  arrangement,  on  the 
contrary,  they  wished  it  to  be  carried  out.     Morgan 
assented  to  it,  and  Heaton  covenanted  that,  in  case  the 
goods  were  purchased  at  sheriiF's  sale,  by   Topping,  he 
would  assign  to  Topping  all  the  securities. 

The  sherifi^s  sale  took  place  on  the  2l8^  May,  and  the 
second  assignment,  as  it  is  called,  was  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  the  previous  arrangement  of  the  20th 
April.  If  it  were  necessary  to  hold  that  the  arrangement 
of  the  20th  April  was,  in  fact,  though  not  exactly,  carried 
out  according  to  the  letter  of  it,  on  the  deed  of  the  28rd 
May,  an  appropriation  of  the  securities  by  Heaton  and 
Morgan,  before  any  notice  given  not  to  appropriate  them, 
I  do  not  think,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  I 
should  feel  myself  much  pressed;  but,  viewing  the  con- 
duct of  Joseph  as  I  do,  I  think  he  defeated  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  7th  April,  and  I  feel  it  more  satisfactory  to 
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rest  upon  that  ground.  I  do  not  mean  to  be  understood  as  ^  l^^*. 
stating  that  Joseph  had  not  a  legal  right  to  refuse  to  assume 
the  liability  which  was  imposed  upon  him  by  his  partner, 
in  the  arrangement  made  with  Morgan  and  Seatorty  but 
what  I  find  fault  with  is,  claiming  to  have  one  part  of  the 
arrangement  of  the  7th  April  carried  out,  and  yet 
repudiating  the  other  part.  He  supposed  that  under  that 
arrangement,  he  had  a  preference  over  Topping,  and  if 
he  could  hold  .to  that  assignment  made  by  Morgany 
without  the  firm  of  Joseph  ^  Brown  assuming  any 
liability  to  Heaton,  of  course  it  would  be  a  great  point 
gained.  And  that  would  apply  to  these  securities,  for 
the  deed  of  the  7th  April  embraced  them.  That  deed 
being  put  an  end  to,  the  parties  were  left  where  they 
were,  and  on  the  20th  April  a  new  understanding  was 
come  to,  under  which  Topping  became  entitled  to  the 
securities. 

It  appears  to  me  that  Mr.  Joseph's  complaint  should  jndgmmt. 
be  levelled  against  his  partner,  and  not  against  Topping, 
for  Topping  was  willing  to  have  shared  the  securities 
with  Joseph,  which  it  seems  Joseph  was  unwilling  to  do. 
When  the  first  arrangement  fell  through,  then  Topping, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  was  at  perfect  liberty  to  make  any 
arrangement  he  could  with  the  debtor,  in  order  to  obtain 
the  best  satisfaction  he  could,  and  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, I  think  it  would  be  inequitable  to  take  from  him 
any  advantage  he  has  gained  through  the  good  will 
of  the  debtor,  and  give  it  to  one  who  thwarted  what, 
according  to  the  evidence,  would  have  been  a  very  fair 
arrangement  for  the  disposition  of  the  goods  profitably, 
which  was  made  in  the  first  instance. 

No  lien  existed  upon  those  securities  in  Heaton^s 
hands  whatever,  in  favour  of  either  the  appellant  or  res- 
pondent, and  no  equity  arose  in  favour  of  either  until 
the  goods  were  sold  by  the  sheriff'.  I  look  upon  the 
facts  of  the  case  as  establishing  that  in  the  meantime  a 
disposition  of  those  securities  had  been  made  by  the 
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1869.  debtor  and  the  creditor  Heaton^  who  held  them  conse- 
quent upon  the  sheriff 's  sale  of  the  goods,  and  that  the 
deed  of  of  23rd  of  May  was  bat  perfecting;  the  matter^ 
and  I  think  the  parties  were  at  liberty  to  do  that. 

The  bill,  I  think,  should  have  been  dismissed. 

Spraggb,  V.  0. — The  fund  for  which  the  defendant 
is  made  answerable  by  the  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  is  not  assets  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term ; 
though  I  allow  that  it  is  of  such  a  nature  that  if  assets 
at  all,  it  would  be  assets  strictly  equitable. 

I  think  the  question  admits  of  considerable  doubt,  for 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  fund  is  purely  equitable, 
what  may  be  called  a  creature  of  the  court  of  equity; 
and  two  maxims  of  the  court  may  be  invoked  in  aid  of 
ratable  distribution  among  the  creditors ;  one,  that  he 
who  comes  into  equity  must  do  equity ;  the  other,  that 
equality  is  equity ;  a  court  of  equity  regarding  all  debts 
in  conscience  as  equal,  and  equally  entitled,  to  be  ppd. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  creditors  had  legal  rights 
upon  another  fund,  for  which  the  fund  got  at  through 
the  intervention  of  equity  is  the  substitute ;  the  fund 
available  at  law  was  withdrawn  from  the  creditors  ■  by 
another  creditor,  in  the  exercise  of  his  strict  legal  right. 
He  had  the  option  at  law  to  pay  himself,  out  of,  either 
fund;  if  he  had  elected  to  pay  himself  out. of  the  fund, 
not  common  to  both,  the  creditors  would  have  been  paid, 
out  of  the  other  fund — the  goods  of  the  debtor — ^according 
to  their  priorities ;  having  elected  to  pay  himself  out  of 
the  goods,  the  equitable  doctrine,  as  I  understand  it 
is,  that  the  creditors  thus,  disappointed  stand  as  to  the 
fund  out  of  which  the  prior  creditor  might  have  satisfied 
his  debt,  in  the  same  position  pro  tanto  as  the  prior. 
creditor  ;  they  are  subrogated  to  his  rights. 

Is  it  then  the  office  of  a  court  of  equity  to  p^e  tbem. 


Judgment 


VKKOK  AND  APPSAl  REPORTS.  tt^ 

in  Aesaiiie  pontion  sb  to  the  sabstitnted  fond,  or  in  %  I860. 
difi!srent  position  ?  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  piin* 
dple  npon  which  equity  proceeds  is  to  rectify  for  the 
1>ehefit  of  Biibseqnent  creditors  what  has  been  done  by 
the  prior  creditor ;  and  that  it  may  well  and  properly 
Btop  there^  If  it  does  more,  and  exacts  as  the  price  of 
granting  relief  that  the  substituted  fund  shall  be  Ah- 
tribnted  raleably,  it  does  something  mote  than  subrogate 
tiie  body  of  creditors  to  the  rights  of  the  prior  credit<^ ; 
«nd  I  think  something  different.  I  cannot  but  think 
tbat  the  true  result  of  the  principle  upon  which  the  coturt 
proceeds,  would  be  to  give  the  creditors,  disappointed 
by  the  act  of  the  prior  creditor  of  their  remedy  upon  the 
one  fund,  the  same  rights  against  the  other  fun^  tb 
which  he  might  have  resorted. 

The  case  of  WiUoh  t.  Fielding  is  not  an  authority 
for  a  rateable  distribution  in  this  case.  It  was  strictly  a 
ease  of  assets,  and  LOrd  Macclesfield  in  adjudging  that  the 
the  judgment  creditor  should  take  pari  passu  with 
the  simple  contract  creditors,  went  expressly  upon  thtd 
ground  that  the  judgment  had  been  recovered  since  the 
death  of  the  testator,  and  so  far  as  appeared,  voluntiekrily 
on  the  part  of  the  executor. 

Hagartt,  J. — ^The  fkcts  of  this  case  seem  unlike  any 
other  that  I  have  met  with.  Until  Reaton  placed  his 
writ  in  the  sheriff's  hands,  thereby  binding  certain 
goods  and  chattels  not  affected  by  his  prior  security,  no 
equity  existed  to  interfere  with  him.  He  lawfully 
obtained  payment  of  his  claim  by  this  writ.  He  then 
held  the  book  debts  and  other  property  included  in  the 
assignment,  as  trustee,  to  re-assign  to  Morgan  or  his 
appointee,  the  purpose  of  the  original  assignment  being 
satisfied.  Joseph  had  placed  his  writ  in  the  sheriff's 
hands  on  the  same  day  as  Topping,  but  at  an  earlier 
hour.  Neither  of  these  writs  had  any  legal  power  over 
the  property  assigned  to  Seaton.  Morgan,  the  debtor, 
after  the  isgue  of  these  writs,  with  the  full  assent  of 
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1860.  JoBepVs  00-partner  Brown,  assigns  the  properly  assigned 
to  Heaton,  to  Jo»eph  ^  BrowUj  and  to  Tapping,  for 
joint  benefit,  without  preference.  The  respondent  after- 
wards, as  it  appears  to  me,  because  he  was  advised  that 
he  could  obtain  priority  over  the  property  assigned  to 
Seatan,  refused  to  abide  by  this  assignment,  and  some- 
time after  a  different  assignment  is  made,  by  which 
Topping  obtains  priority  over  him.  I  assume  that  all 
the  parties  were  fully  aware  of  their  respective  claims. 
I  have  in  vain  sought  for  any  authority  to  warrant  my 
holding  that  Joseph,  by  issuing  his^.  fa.  an  hour  before 
Topping,  obtained  any  advantage  whatever,  except  over 
property  legally  bound  by  his  writ.  I  concede  that  he, 
as  a  judgment  creditor,  may  have  had  the  right  to  the 
aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  this 
personal  property  to  which,  in  the  state  of  the  law  in 
1855,  his  execution  did  not  apply.  But  I  do  not  see 
why  such  assistance  should  be  given  to  him,  to  place  him 
in  any  better  position  than  any  other  creditor  of  equal 
right,  whose  writ  happened  to  be  delivered  a  few 
minutes  later  to  the  sheriff. 

Equality  in  such  a  case  would  seem  to  me  to  be  the 
highest  equity,  and  in  the  absence  of  clear  authority  I 
cannot  consider  it  right  to  give  Mr.  Joseph  any  priority. 
He  had  such  priority  by  express  law  as  to  all  property 
bound  by  a  writ  of  ^.  fa.  There  is  other  property 
beyond  the  reach  of  his  writ,  and  he  has  to  ask  the  court 
to  enable  him  to  reach  it.  1  admit  that  the  weight  of 
modern  authority  shews  such  property  as  that  assigned 
to  Seaton,  to  be  legal  rather  than  equitable  assets, 
although  the  aid  of  equity  be  required  to  charge  it.  Bat 
I  think  that  all  judgment  creditors  who  had  obtained 
executions  should  equally  participate  in  the  fund. 

I  do  not  see  any  satisfactory  evidence  that  (at  all 
events  as  regards  the  first  assignment)  Brown  was  act- 
ing in  fraud  of  his  co-partner  Joseph. 

To  support  the  decree,  I  must  hold  tha#  where  there 
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«re  several  judgment  creditors  'with  exeoations  in  the  1859. 
sheriff's  hands,  and  all  desirous  of  reaching  a  fund  held 
by  a  prior  ezecation  creditor  who  had  been  paid  by 
exhausting  the  seizable  chattels,  that  in  making  that 
fund  available  the  court  will  expressly  substitute  the  fund 
for  the  chattels  so  seized,  and  thus  allow  the  creditor 
whose  execution  first  reached  the  sheriff's  hands  to  be 
paid  in  full  to  the  exclusion  of  other  judgment  creditorSf 
possibly  earlier  in  date  of  recovery  to  him,  whom 
accident  may  have  left  a  few  yards  behind  in  the  race 
to  the  sheriff's  office.  Finding  no  authority  to  warrant 
such  a  dealing  with  a  fund  not  bound  in  any  way  by  the 
executions,  I  feel  most  unwilling  to  make  a  precedent  in 
favour  of  a  creditor  like  the  present  respondent. 

The  alterations  in  the  statute  law  since  1855  may 
possibly  prevent  the  recurrence  of  such  difficulties. 
But  I  think  the  plaintiff  fails  in  shewing  himself 
entitled  to  any  of  the  relief  prayed  for  in  his  bill.  I 
repeat  that  I  see  no  evidence  of  fraud  on  Brown's  part 
in  obtaining  the  first  assignment.  He  may  have  mis* 
represented  the  effect  of  that  assignment  to  Joseph  on 
his  return  to  Toronto.  He  swears  on  his  examination 
that  he  never  repudiated  the  first  assignment. 

I  find  an  assignment,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  fairly  taken 
from  Morgan  to  Topping,  jointly  with  Joseph  ^  Brown, 
the  latter  representing  his  firm  in  acceding  to  a  very 
just  arrangement.  The  whole  difficulty  seems  created 
by  Joseph  afterwards  determining  to  resort  to  his  right 
of  marshalling  the  assets,  and  ignoring  the  assignments 
altogether.  I  think  he  did  so  clearly  with  the  idea  that 
by  his  giving  the  notice  set  forth  in  his  bill,  he  could 
obtain  priority  over  Topping  and  the  others  in  the  fund. 
For  the  reasons  already  stated,  I  think  he  fails  in  gain- 
ing such  priority.  He  does  not  ask  to  set  up  or  obtain 
the  benefit  of  the  first  assignment,  but  rests  wholly  on 
his  supposed  vantage  ground. 

I  think  his  bill  should  be  dismissed  as  to  Topping^  the 
41  VOL.  I. 
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1869.  only  appellant,  but,  under  all  the  circumstances  disclosedi 
without  costs.  Had  the  defendants  SeatoHj  VtmBrodk- 
liuy  or  Morgan  appealed,  thd  bUr  ahotdd  have  I 
dismissed  as  to  them  with  costs. 


Subsequently,  and  on  the  4th  of  September,  1861, 
Meaton  moved  for  arid  obtained  from  the  Court  of 
Chancery  an  order  allowing  him  to  appeal  from  the 
decree,  notwithstanding  the  time  within  which,  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  court,  he  should  do  so  had.elapsed. 
As  the  case  has  never  been  brought  on  again  by  way  of 
appeal,  it  is  believed  that  the  parties  arranged  tlie 
matter  out  of  court.  .  .   .v  * 


[^Before  the  Son.  J.  B»  Robinson^  Chief  Justice  ; 
the  Son.  J.  B.  Macaulay^  0.  J".,  0.  P.;  the  Son:  W. 
H.  Blake,  Chancellor  ;  the  Son.  Mr.  Justice  McLean;* 
the  Son.  Vice-chancellor  Eeten  ;  the  Bon.  Mr.  Justice 
Bums;  the  Son.  Viee-OhanceUor  Spragge ;  and  ike 
Bon.  Mr.  Justice  Richards.'] 

[Ox  AN  Afpial  from  thx  Court  or  Coxkon  Plias.] 


Brunskill  V.  Harris. 

1864.  Pevhholder —  Church-wardent^-Ditlurbanee. 

The  church  of  St.  J.,  having  been  destroyed  hj  fire,  it  was  agreed  that 
.  pewoholders  who  had  purcboaed  the  right  to  tbeir  peW8»  Miljeof  to 
a  ground  rent,  should  paj  a  certain  sum,  and  be  reiostated  as  awAj 
a§  circumstaDces  would  permit  Id  their  pews  in  a  new  church,  to  be 
bolh  on  the  jite  of  that  destroyed.  After  the  new  <ehuroh  WM  built 
one  of  such  pew-holders  refused  to  pay  a  sum  of  £25,  agreed  to  be 
subscribed  by  him  towards  re-building  the  church,  ant}  fbr  which 
be  had  giyen  his  promissory  note,  whereupon  the  ohnroh-ward^nSk 
acting  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the  yestry,  remoTed  the 
'  door  from  the  pew  claimed  by  him,  and  the  holder  thereof  Insd- 
tnted  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  church-waideBaforQietiir* 
bance  of  his  easement.  J7«/a,  affirming  the  decision  of  the  oonrt 
below,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  [Maoaikla^  G.  J., 
and  BuBHS,  J.»  dissenting.] 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case,  institated 
*  Was  absent  when  Judgment  wm  dellTered. 
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in.  the  court  below,  by  Thoma9  BrumkUlj  against  |S5<~.. 
7Ih$ma%  Dennie  HarrU  and  (Rarhe  Q-amble.  Tbe  dec- 
laration states  that  the  plaintiff  before  and  at  the  time 
when,  &c.,  was  and  thence  and  still  is  a  member  of  the 
Obnrch  of  England,  and  a  pew-holder  according  to  the 
fom  of  the  statate,  in  the  church  of  St.  James,  in 
Toronto,  in  the  county  of  York,  the  same  church.haying 
been  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and  still  being  of  the  com- 
nqinion  of  the  United  Church  of  England  and  Ireland 
in  Upper  Canada,  and  the  plaintiff  was  during  all  the  time 
aforesaid  and  still  is  in  the  rightful  possesnon  of  auehpetOy 
M9uehpew*holder^iind  by  reason  thereof  he  during  all  the 
tisieaforesaid,  until  the  time  of  committing  the  grievances 
after-mentioned,  had,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have  for 
himself  and  family,  the  right  use  and  benefit  of  the  said 
pdw  ia  the  said  church,  that  is  to  say,  that  certain 
pew  known  and  called  No.  21,  in  the  eastern  gallery  of 
the  said  church,  to  hear  and  attend  divine  service  cele- 
brifted  therein*  Yet  defendants  well  knowing  the  joagniAiit. 
pimUljes^  &o*,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  August,  1853,  and 
on.divjira  other,  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the 
eqmtftenoement  of  this  suit,  unlawfully,  and  without  the 
leftV^  mi  ^icense,  and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff, 
eiftfiiiedinto  the  said  pew,  and  took,  removed  and  car- 
ri^  aWay  the  door  of  the  same ;  then  and  there  being 
ujKHtt  and  belonging  and  affixed  to  the  said  pew  as  a  part 
ih^reo^  and  so  kept  the  said  door  removed  from'  the 
sald.pew  4uriiig  the  time  aforesaid,  and  during  the  cele^ 
bii^tioQ  of  divine  service  in  the  said  church,  and  thereby  -' 
greatly  injured  the  said  pew,  and  disturbed  the  plaintiff 
in.  the  enjoyment  thereof,  &c.,  in  so  full  and  ample  a 
manner,  &c.,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  plaintiff,  &c. 

Xhd  dfifendaats  plead  jointly,  1st,  that  they  are  not 
nor  is  either  of  them  gnilty  of,  &c. 

ftid.  QUiatthe  plaintiff  was  not  at  the  said  times  when, 
fca,  po$$e$8ed  of  the  said  pew  in  the  declaration  men* 
tioned)  as  such  pew-holder^  in  manner  and  form  alleged* 
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1854.  Srd.  That  the  plaintiff  at  the  said  times  when,  kc.y 
had  noty  nor  of  right  ought  to  have  had,  the  right  use  of 
or  benefit  of  the  said  pew  in  the  manner  and  form 
alleged. 

4th.  That  the  plaintiff  was  ''not  at  the  said  time 
when,  &c«y  a  pew-holder  in  the  chureh  of  St  James,  in 
Toronto,  in  manner  and  form  alleged. 

Saoh  of  the  pleas  concluded  to  the  country,  and  the 
plaintiff  joined  issue  by  adding  similiters. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
Miehards,  at  the  Toronto  assizes;  and  from  the  notes 
taken  at  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  produced 
in  evidence  an  indenture  made  the  1st  of  December,  1842, 
between  the  Honourable  and  Bight  Reverend  John,  Lord 
Bishop  of  Toronto,  residing  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  in 
Canada,  the  Rector  of  Toronto,  and  Clarke  Q-ambUj  and 
ThomasDennieHarriSy  of  the  saidcity  of  Toronto,  church- 
wardens of  the  church  of  St.  James,  in  Toronto,  afore- 
said, of  the  first  part,  and  Q-eorge  B.  WiUardy  of  the 
same  place,  &c.,  of  the  2nd  part,  whereby  after  reciting 
the  provincial  statute,  3  Vic,  ch.  74,  to  make  provision 
for  the  management  of  the  temporalities  of  the  United 
Church  of  England  and  Ireland  in  this  provincci 
and  that  the  said  Q-amhle  and  Harru  were  on  the  28^1 
of  March,  then  last  past,  being  Easter  Monday,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  duly  appointed 
Church-wardens  of  said  church  of  St.  James,  for  the 
year  next  ensuing,  and  that  the  said  WiUard  had  become 
the  purchaser  of  the  pew  No.  21,  situated  in  the  eastern 
gallery  of  the  said  church  of  St.  James,  at  the  price 
of  «£40,  which  said  pew  was  subject  to  an  annual 
ground-rent  or  yearly  charge  of  £2  10s.,  rated  and 
assessed  thereon  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said 
act,  at  a  vestry  meeting  called  for  that  special  purpose, 
and  held  in  the  said  church  of  St.  James,  on  the  10th 
of  July  then  last  past.    The  said  parties  of  the  first 
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part,  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  in  them  vested  by  1854. 
tiie  said  act,  and  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and 
of  the  sum  of,  &c.,  which  was  thereby  acknowledged, 
granted,  bargained,  and  sold  nnto  the  said  party  of 
the  second  part,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  all 
and  singular  that  certain  pew  above  named,  being 
Ko.  21,  &c.,  together  with  all  privileges  and  appurte- 
nances, unto  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  to  and  for  'his  and  their  sole  benefit,  use, 
and  behoof  for  ever,  subject  to  the  aforesaid  ground-rent  of 
jC2  lOs.,  payable  half-yearly,  on  the  Ist  of  January  and 
and  July,  in  each  year,  with  a  covenant  by  Willard  to 
pay  the  same,  to  the  parties  of  the  first  part,  or  their 
Bnccessors,  &c. 

By  deed-poll  dated  the  9th  of  June,  1843,  executed 
hjWiUard^  and  endorsed  on  the  said  indenture,  TTtT^arcf, 
in  consideration  of  £39  10s.,  granted,  bargained,  sold, 
assigned,  transferred,  and  made  over  to  the  plaintiff,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  all  and  singular,  the  said  pew 
and  church  privilege,  subject  to  the  provisions,  conditions, 
and  agreements,  in  the  said  indenture  contained,  &c.,  to 
hold,  to  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  sole 
and  only  use  of  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

The  execution  of  the  aforesaid  indenture  and  assign- 
ment was  admitted. 

The  plaintiff  also  produced  a  receipt  from  the  defen- 
dant JSTorm,  dated  Toronto,  February  27,  1853,  for 
£\Z  6s.  8d.,  from  the  plaintiff,  being  the  1st,  2nd,  and 
8rd  instalments  on  one-third  of  his  pew  in  the  church  of 
St.  James.  Also  a  letter  dated  Toronto,  14th  of  June, 
frdm  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  requesting  him  to 
have  the  kindness  to  send  them  his  cheque  on  or  before 
Saturday  (then)  next,  for  £25,  as  per  account  rendered, 
and  adding  that  it  would  be  exceedingly  painful  to  be 
compelled  to  carry  into  execution  the  order  of  the  late 
vestry  meeting  with  reference  to  the  undischarged  claim 
of  the  church. 
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1854. .  'the  evidence  further  shewed  that  the  door  was  on  the 
pew  two  or  three  weeks  before  the  church  was  opened 
for  diyiue  seryice.  That  an  upholsterer  having  been 
employed  by  the  plaintiff  to  cushion  and  carpet  his  pew^] 
a  journey-man  applied  to  the  defendant  EarrU  for  the 
number  of  the  plaintiff's  pew  and  others,  which  he  wap 
about  to  fit  up,  and  from  Harm  received  the  numbein^ 
including  that  of  the  plaintiff;  he  {Harri9)  being  aware 
of  the  object;  that  the  pew  in  (question  was  thus  fuT;^ 
nishedy  apparently  before  the  opening  of  the  church}  and 
while  the  pew  door  was  on ;  that  the  church  was  opened  . 
on  Sunday,  the  19th  of  June,  previous  to  which  the  pew 
door  had  been  removed,  and  it  was  off  on  tiiat  day  and 
following  Sunday.  There  was  evidence  to  shew  that 
the  door  had  been  so  removed  by  the  directions  of  the 
defendants  in  consequence  of  the  non-payment  4)f  the 
plaintiff's  subscription  of  JS25  towacds  re-building  the 
church. 

On  Monday,  the  20th  of  June,  the  plaintiff  addressed 
a  note  to  the  defendant  Sarria^  desiring  to  know  by 
whom,  or  by  whose  order,  and  for  what  reason,  the  do^ 
of  his  pew  had  been  removed ;  in  answer  to  which  Mr. 
Harru  wrote,  that  the  reason  of  the  pew  door  having 
been  taken  off  was,  that  the  plaintiff 's  subscription  of  JS25 
had  not  been  paid. 

The  pew  door  had  been  re-placed  before  the  trial. 

It  further  appeared  that  the  present  edifice  is.  not  on. 
the  same  ground  as  the  former  one,  and  is  eight  feet, 
longer ;  that  it  was  agreed  at  a  meeting  of  the  vestry 
that  the  former  pew-holders  should  have  the  correspond* 
ing  pews  in  the  new  church,  on  paying  one-third  of  the 
original  price  of  their  pews ;  that  the  new  pews  corres- 
ponded with  the  old  ones  as  to  numbers  and  position  as 
near  as  might  be,  and  that  it  was  understood  that  when 
the  proprietors  of  the  old  pews  took  out  their  deeds  and 
paid  the  notes  which  had  been  given  for  one-third,  tEey 
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were  to  take  possession  of  their  seats,  and  continue  tp    1854. 
hold  them.  • 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  objected  that  the 
only  evidence  of  ownership  the  plaintiff  could  give  wai 
by  deed  or  lease  of  the  pew  in  the  present  building,  and 
tibat  the  plaintiff  did  not  shew  a  rightful  possession  of 
tie  pew  in  which  he  complained  of  the  defendants  dis- 
torling  him. 

The  Jury  were  directed  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
assess  damages,  which  they  did,  at  Is.,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  under  the  evidence,  and  in  Michaelmas  Term, 
17  Victoria,  (1868,)  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants  to 
shew  cause  why  the  postea  should  not  be  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff,  was  obtained,  which  upon  argument  was  dis^ 
charged.  Thereupon  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court. 
On  the  appeal 

Mr.  WiUoUj  Q.  C,  for  the  appellant,  referred  to 
Stoehs  V.  Booth,  (a)  Bryan  v.  Whistler,  (5)  as  shewing 
{hat  an  action  on  the  case  was  the  proper  remedy  for 
the  injury  complained  of;  that  this  was  the  proper 
form  of  action  even  if  tresspass  could  have  been  main- 
tained, which,  however,  required  a  complete  and  distinct, 
hot  a  subdivided  possession,  as  is  the  case  here. 

The  plaintiff 's  deed  conferred  a  ^ood  title,  and  a  right 
of  ingress  and  egress  at  all  times  when  the  church  was 
opeti,  and  not  merely  during  the  performance  of  divine 
service;  and  without  disturbance  at  any  time.  Spooner 
v.  Brewster,  {e)  Wood  v.  Bewitt  (c2)  He  referred  to 
the  proof  of  the  defendants  having  recognised  the  plain- 
laff's  right,  and  contended  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
pleadings  was  entitled  to  maintain  the  action  both  under 
Ae  statute  and  also  independently  of  it.    Roger* %  Eccl. 
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a)  1  T.  B.  428.  (h)  8  B.  &  G.  288. 

e)  8  BiDg.  186.  \d)  10  Jor.  890,  S.G.  8  Q.  B.  9)8. 
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1864.  Law,  170,  and  title  "  Church."  That  possession  was 
sufficient  against  wrong-doers;  and  the  defendants  do 
not  justify  as  church-wardens,  wherefore  all  plaintiff 
had  to  prove  was  that  the  defendants  acted  in  derogation 
of  his  rights.  That  the  pew  was  an  easement  in  the 
church,  not  destructible,  and  whether  in  the  gallery  or 
on  the  main  floor,  could  make  no  difference ;  that  the 
building  became  affixed  to  the  soil,  and  part  of  the  estate 
or  freehold,  and  the  upper  part  equally  with  the  lower, 
and  likening  it  to  a  house  of  several  stories,  each 
flat  owned  by  a  different  proprietor,  submitted  that 
the  rights  in  the  soil  in  respect  of  each  proprie- 
tor's flat  was  not  destroyed  by  a  fire  consuming  the 
building,  but  that  an  interest  in  the  subsoil  would 
remain  to  support  a  new  edifice ;  that  in  like  manner  a 
person  might  own  a  freehold  interest  in  a  church ;  that 
a  freehold  interest  may  be  acquired  and  held  in  an 
incorporeal  hereditament,  and  that  if  no  galleries  had 
been  erected  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  his  easement  would 
be  entitled  to  an  equal  accommodation  on  the  main  floor. 
Jones  V.  EllUy  {a)  Andrews  v.  AdamSy  (J)  Pettman  y. 
Bridget .  {c)  That  separate  from  the  plaintiff 's  right  or 
easement,  the  materials  forming  or  marking  out  the 
plaintiff 's  pew  were  chattels,  and  that  the  door  was  a 
portion  thereof,  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  an  interest  in 
common  with  the  sides  and  ends,  and  the  defendants 
had  no  right  to  remove  it  to  his  annoyance. 

Mr.  Hagarty^  Q.  C,  for  respondents.  Th^  evidence 
shews  the  defendants  acted  as  church-wardens,  and  had 
taken  the  step  complained  of,  because  the  plaintiff  had 
not  paid  his  subscription  of  j£25. 

The  plaintiff  shews  no  right :  the  easement  acquired 
under  the  deed  to  Willard  having  ended  when  the 
former  church  was  burnt,  and  did  not  revive.  In  England 
pew  rights  are  appurtenant  to  messuages,  and  so  may 

(a)  2  T.  &  J.  266.  (h)  15  Jur.  149. 

(c)  1  PbiU  816. 
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oontiniie  in  renewed  parish  chnrohes,  bnt  that  here  it  186C 
depends  upon  conyeyances  under  the  statnte,  which  Tests 
the  freehold  in  the  rector  and  chnrch-wardens,  and  from 
whom  the  plaintiff  should  have  obtained  a  deed  of  the 
pew  claimed  in  the  new  church,  which  is  not  identical 
with  the  pew  that  was  destroyed. 

The  plaintiff  conld  only  succeed  by  proving  three 
things :  a  deed,  possession,  and  a  disturbance ;  the  first 
and  last  of  which  were  not  shewn,  and  possession  alone 
is  insufBcient  even  if  established. 

To  shew  the  distinction  prevailing  between  the 
acquisition  of  such  easement  in  England  and  here,  he 
cited  Reytioldi  y.  JUonektonj  (a)  Worth  y.  Terringtanf  (b) 
HarrU  v,  Drewe^  (c)  Pepper  y.  Barnard^  {d)  Morgan  y. 
CurtU.  {e)  He  also  contended  that  it  is  not  the 
plaintiff's  close,  and  if  it  is,  being  a  corporeal  in- 
terest under  the  statute,  a  freehold  in  possession, 
and  not  an  easement,  the  action  should  have  been 
trespass,  not  case.  Qriffith  y.  Mattliew$^  (/)  LouiUy 
y.  Eaywardy  {g)  OkUty'9  Pleading,  vol.  2,  p.  817. 

That  a  pew  need  not  be  inclosed  in  the  form  of  a  box ; 
or  more  than  a  seat  or  sitting,  and  that  the  mere 
removal  of  the  door,  as  alleged,  was  no  disturbance. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  read  a  judgment  affirming  the 
decision  of  the  court  below,  and  dismissing  the  appeal 
with  costs.* 

Maoaulat,  0.  J«>  remained  of  the  opmion  expressed 
by  him  in  the  court  below.   • 

a)  2  Moo.  &  R.  884.  (h)  18  M.  &  W.  781. 

0  2  B.  &  Ad.  164.  (</)  7  Jur.  1128. 

0  8  M.  &  By.  889.  (/)  6  T.  R.  296. 

g)  1  Y.  &  J.  688. 
*  Search  has  been  made  amongst  hia  Lordsliip's  papers  for  the 
manuacript,  bat  it  would  appear  that  it  had  been  delivered  out  at  the 
time ;  and,  on  applying  to  the  reporter  of  the  Common  Pleas,  from 
whom  the  other  judgments  were  obtained,  that  gentleman  oan  find  no 
trace  of  it.  Should  it  at  any  fatore  time  be  foond,  it  will  be  printed 
as  an  appendisc — A.  Q. 

42  VOL.  I. 
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1854.  EsTEN,  v.  C. — ^I  am  jpierfectlj  dear  that  ±}m  aetbn 
cannot  be  maintained.  The  acts  proved  to  have  been 
done  bj  the  rector  and  chtirch-wardena  might  aimotint  to 
a  license,  bat  then  the  act  complained  of  would  be  a  revo- 
cation of  it,  and  could  not  support  an  action.  The  only 
ground,  then,  on  which  the  action  can  be  rested  is,  that 
the  deed  of  1842  operated  as  a  convajance  of,  or  the 
grant  of,  an  easement  in  a  totally  diflferent  subject  from 
that  comprised  in  it.  The  words  are  not  prospective, 
applying  to  any  corresponding  pew  in  any  new  church, 
if  such  a  prospective  grant  would  be  good,  which  is  i&ore 
than  doubtful.  It  is  quite  impossible,  I  think,  that  the 
deed  can  have  the  effect  contended  for  by  the  8pp€!llant ; 
and  therefore  that  the  judgment  of  the  (^c>urt  b^low 
should  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  cos^. 

Burns,  J. — I  consider  that  the  effect  of  our  statute's 
Victoria,  chapter  74,  is  to  create  a  property  as  respects 
Jodgment  ^^^  freehold  in  pews  in  the  church  of  a  kind  entirely 
peculiar  ;  dependant,  however,  upon  the  principles  wfaidi 
govern  other  species  of  property,  so  far  as  they  can  be 
made  applicable  to  this  species,  which  is,  as  I  think,  sui 
generis.  The  effect,  as  it  appears  to  me,  of  enacting 
that  a  freehold  interest  in  a  pew  may  be  purchased, 
while  at  the  same  time  the  freehold  in  the  soil  upon 
which  the  church  stands  is  vested  in  the  parson,  and 
the  possession  of  the  soil  and  church  is  vested  in  the 
incumbent  for  the  time  being  with  the  church-wardens, 
is,  that  it  is  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  capable  of 
descending  and  being  transmitted  by  conveyance  from 
one  to  another. 

The  answer  to  the  objection  that  properly  speaking 
an  incorporeal  hereditament  is  not  the  siibjcfct  of  It  rent 
charge,  is,  that  the  statute  has  made  pewis  subject  to 
such  rent  charge  as  the  vestry  from  thnd  to  time  may 
decide  upon.  The  enjoyment  of  this  incorporeal  lierecQ- 
tamenrt  must  of  course  be  consonant  >dth  the  terms,  and 
'the  end  and  object  for  which  it  is  created  aod  intended, 
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And  sobject  to  snch  rales  and  regulations  as  is  consistent    1864. 
with  the  laws  i^plicable  to  property  of  this  description. 


In  England  the  soil  and  freehold,  and  the  church  with 
it)  is  held  bj  the^arson  to  and  for  the  us0s  of  the 
pansh,  and  no  indiyidual  can  obtain  a  right  in  a  pew  as 
a  freehold  interest,  which  may  be  sold  and  disposed  of. 
Heri^  by  our  statute,  the  soil  and  freehold  with  the 
church  is  held,  not  for  the  uses  of  the  parish,  but  to  and 
for  the  uses  of  such  persons  as  may  have  purchased  pews, 
andi  others  who  may  rent  pews  or  sittings  from  the 
chorchrwavdens.  When  a  person  purchases  a  pew  he 
a<^uins  something  for  which  he  gives  a  Taluable  consid- 
eration* He  pbtajna  no  interest  in  the  materials  of 
which  the  building  is  constructed,  or  of  those  of  which 
the  pew  is  made.  The  nature  of  his  interest  is  to  occupy 
a  certain  space,  to  the  exclusion  of  others  at  such  times 
as  it  is  proper  the  church  be  used  for  worship,  and  other 
ecclesiastical  purposes.  The  space  which  he  has  pur-  jadgment 
chased  the  exclusive  right  to  occupy  will  be  subject  to 
such  terms  in  the  way  of  a  rent  charge  as  may  be  deter- 
mined upon  by  the  vestry  from»time  to  time.  That  rent, 
of  course,  is  not  a  thing  for  which  a  distress  can  be 
made,  but  it  may  exist  by  contract,  in  which  case  the 
CQvenantor  would  be  personally  liable;  or  it  may  be 
enforced  by  excluding  the  purchaser  in  an  ejectment  for 
non*payment.  Then  is  the  destruction  of  the  church  or 
the  re-building  of  it  upon  another  or  a  different  site,  a 
destruction  of  the  property  which  the  purchaser  has 
thus  acquired  7 

I&rst,  is  the  destruction  of  the  church  a  destruction  of 
the  right  of  a  pew*holder  who  has  purchased  ?  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not.  It  seems  to  be  admitted  on  all 
handSy  if  the  church-wardens  had  a  sufficient  amount 
insured  upon  the  church  to  enable  them,  in  case  of  fire, 
to  re-build,  and  did  accordingly  re-build,  after  destruc* 
tioui  that  the  rights  of  the  pew^holders  would  remain  as 
they  were  before.    If  that  be  so  or  if  the  pew-holder 
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1854.  has  some  interest  in  the  insurance  money  if  there  be  an 
insurance,  under  what  authority  is  it,  or  by  what  influ- 
ence does  the  pew-holder  claim  that  he  be  restored  to  a 
pew  for  the  one  he  occupied  before  the  destruction  ;  or 
that  he  may  have  'something  to  say  respecting  the  insur- 
ance money  7  It  can  only  be,  as  I  apprehendi  because 
he  has  purchased  something  for  which  he  gave  a  valuable 
consideration,  and  that  was  a  freehold  interest  in  a  par- 
ticular locality.  If  the  destruction  of  the  building 
caused  the  destruction  of  his  rights  then  his  freehold  was 
liable  to  be  put  an  end  to  the  next  minute  after  he  pur- 
chased it.  One  of  the  very  objects  of  a  rent  charge 
upon  pews  may  be  to  provide  a  fund  to  pay  insurance, 
and  knowing  that  to  be  so,  a  purchaser^may  give  a  larger" 
price  for  a  pew,  becaiise  then  he  knows  the  means  can 
be  obtained  from  which  to  restore  him,  in  case  of  casu- 
alty, to  the  occupancy  of  the  locality  which  he  buys. 
If  an  insurance  be  kept  up  from  the  fund  provided  by 
jndgmMit  the  pew-rents,  then  each  pew-holder  in  that  way  contri- 
butes towards  the  restoration.  That  fund  may  or  may 
not  be  sufficient  to  restore,  but  if  it  is  not  the  principle 
which  governs  remains  th^same.  If  it  be  correct  that 
a  pew-holder  has  an  interest  in  case  the  church  be 
insured,  then  why  should  not  his  interest  still  remain 
when  there  is  no  insurance  7  The  only  difference  is, 
that  some  other  mode  for  restoration,  in  case  of  casualty, 
must  be  resorted  to.  It  appears  to  me  the  very  object 
of  making  the  pews  to  be  held  subject  to  such  terms  in 
the  way  of  rent  as  the  vestry  may  decide  upon,  is  that 
the  expenses  which  may  be  necessary  may  be  provided 
for.  These  expenses  may  be  various,  including  the 
minister's  salary,  and  a  sufficient  sum  for  repairs,  under 
which  head  re-building  after  a  fire  would  come.  In 
case  of  leasing  a  ,pew,  the  rent  might  cease  with  the 
destruction  of  the  building,  but  I  apprehend  a  different 
rule  would  prevail  in  respect  of  one  purchased  in  free- 
hold, subject  to  a  rent.  The  purchaser  would,  I  think, 
be  bound  to  pay  the  rent  charge  notwithstanding  the 
destruction  of  the  building.    As  I  have  said,  the  minister's 
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salary  may  be  provided  for  out  of  the  fand  from  the  1864. 
pew-rents,  but  if  the  destruction  of  the  building  caused 
the  right  of  the  pew-holder  to  cease,  of  course  the 
liability  to  pay  rent  would  also  end,  and  then  there 
would  be  no  means,  from  those  holding  in  freehold  to 
pay  either  the^minister's  salary,  or  to  provide  for  restor- 
ing the  building.  If  the  right  to  a  pew  remained  after 
the  destruction  of  the  church,  it  is  clear  to  me  that  the 
liability  to  pay  according  to  the  terms  agreed  upon  also 
remained.  These  rights  and  liabilities,  I  think,  remain 
intact,  and  the  only  thing  in  abeyance  is  the  use  of  the 
right  in  the  way  of  occupation  of  the  locality  in  the 
church  so  purchased,  until  the  restoration. 

Every  vestry  in  prudence  should  decide  the  amount 
of  the  pew  rents  with  a  due  and  proper  regard  for  casu- 
alties ;  and  the  incumbents  and  church-wardens  in  grant- 
ing the  faculties  for  pews  should  take  care  that  the  grant 
properly  provides  for  future  difficulties.  If  faculties 
have  been  granted  without  taking  care  of  these  things, 
that  will  not  alter  the  law ;  all  that  can  be  said  is,  that 
the  affairs  of  the  particular  church  have  not  been  pru- 
dently managed,  or  that  the  various  interests  have  not 
been  sufficiently  guarded  or  provided  for.  1  cannot 
imagine  that  in  case  of  the  destruction  of  the  building, 
when  the  minister's  salary  is  to  be  paid  from  pew-rents, 
his  salary  is  to  cease.  It  may  be  affected,  it  is  true, 
when  the  pews  were  only  leased  and  not  sold,  but  then 
upon  the  church  being  restored  the  pews  would  all  be 
in  the  incumbent  and  church-wardens,  to  be  again  dis- 
posed of. 

In  the  case  of  a  sale  of  the  freehold  interest,  I  take  it 
that  both  parties  deal  upon  the  terms  of  mutuality ;  that 
is,  that  a  certain  privilege  is  granted  on  the  one  hand, 
not  that  it  may  last  for  an  hour  or  a  year  according  as 
a  casualty  may  happen,  but  that  it  is  a  privilege  to  last 
for  all  time  to  come,  and  on  the  other  hand  the  person 
aeoepting  of  the  privilege  comes  under  the  liability 
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1854.  wliich  rans  with  the  privilege,  and  "wluGh  lisbiUtj,  if 
prudently  directed,  will  enable  the  privilege  to  be  enjoyed 
at  all  times  with  as  little  interruption  as  possible.  The 
interruption  may  be  short,  or  it  may  be  a  long  time,  or 
it  may  be  such  as  that  the  privilege  can  never  again  be 
enjoyed ;  but  I  do  not  see  that  any  of  these  contingencies 
destroys  the  legal  right  to  the  privilege,  that  muat 
remain,  and  whether  it  be  a  long  time  before  things  can 
be  restored  to  a  state  in  which  the  privilege  can  be  again 
enjoyed,  or  whether  it  ever  be  done,  is  only  a  matter  of 
prudent  arrangement  and  management  in  the  church- 
wardens and  vestry.  The  destruction  of  the  church 
does  not  in  my  opinion  destroy  the  vestry.  When  I  say 
destruction  of  the  church,  I  mean  the  building,  for  the 
word  church  has  a  two-fold  meaning.  It  is  commonly 
used  among  laymen  to  signify  the  building,  but  is 
generally  used  also  to  signify  the  collective  body  of 
christians  attached  to  a  particular  form  of  worship.  The 
word  is  also  applied  to  a  congregation  merely  assembled 
in  a  private  house.  For  an  instance,  see  4th  chapter  of 
OoUossians,  v.  15.  If  after  the  destruction  of  the  building 
the  congregation  met,  and  contintied  together,  no  matter 
where  it  assembled,  it  would  still  be  the  church,  and  the 
vestry  would  remain,  as  before,  and  be  elected  by  the 
pew-holders. 

Secondly,  will  the  erection  of  a  new  church  on  a  .dif? 
ferent  foundation  from  the  one  destroyed,  prevent  a  pewr 
holder  from  having  a  pew  assigned  to  him?  I  do  not 
think  it  will.  It  seems  to  me  that  in  holding  the  prop- 
erty to  be  an  incorporeal  hereditament  decides  this 
point.  When  the  pew-holder  purchase  it,  it  is  true  be 
bought  a  particular  locality,  but  then  that  is  subject  to 
the  ri^ts  and  interests  of  the  whole  body,  and  affected 
as^to  change  of  site,  according  as  the  vestry  might 
determine.  I  do  not  understand  that  the  purchaser  is 
to  be  confined  to  a  particular  spot  on  the  ground  floor, 
or  a  particolar  spot  in  the  air  above,  as  in  the  gallery, 
'  because  if  so,  that  of  necessity  would  compel  a  rooon*^ 
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fltnxction  of  the  building  upon  precisely  the  same  spot.  1854. 
I  ttreat  the  purchase  as  one  of  a  privilege  to  occupy 
exdusivelj  a  particular  place  when  the  purchase  is  made^ 
bat  liable  to  be  shifted  at  an  adjustment  to  be  made 
when  it  is  necessary  to  re-build.  The  freehold,  as  before 
remarked,  is  not  in  the  materials  of  the  church  or  of  the 
.pew.  I  think  it  is  in  the  right  to  occupy  a  pew ;  that 
right  when  first  purchased  was  indicated  by  a  particular 
locality,  which  could  be  identified.  So  long  as  that 
identity  existed  the  right,  and  freehold  in  the  right, 
would  be  confined  to  that  place,  but  when  that  identity 
was  lost  then  an  adjustment  must  take  place.  I  do  not 
think  the  vestry  were  bound  to  re-build  precisely  upon  the 
same  foundation.  It  might  for  many  reasons  be  desirable 
to  enlarge  the  building,  and  it  might  also  be  desirable  to 
xshange  the  site,  possibly  it  might,  though  I  do  not  see 
why,  be  thought  necessary  to  build  of  smaller  dimensions 
than  the  original ;  or  it  might  be  thought  better  to  con- 
struct two  churches  instead  of  one,  and  all  these  powers, 
1  think,  were  vested  in  the  vestry.  Exercising  the 
power  of  re-building  in  any  of  these  ways,  would  not,  as 
it  appears  to  me,  destroy  the  right  of  a  pew-holder  to 
have  a  pew.  He  could  not  of  course  select  for  himself, 
which  pew  he  would  have. 

The  churchwardens  are  declared  to  be  as  a  corpora- 
tion to  represent  the  interests  of  the  church  and  of  the 
members  thereof.  The  possession  of  the  church  is  in 
them  and  the  incumbent,  and  I  apprehend  it  would  be 
their  duty  to  subdivide  that  possession  among  the  pew- 
holders,  according  to  their  respective  rights.  If  this  be 
80,  then  it  is  obvious  that  if  the  church  be  reconstructed 
upon  other  ground,  or  if  the  church  be  smaller,  or  if 
there  should  be  two  instead  of  one,  it  would  make  no 
difference  as  regards  such  duty.  What  course  it  might 
be  necessary  to  pursue  in  case  there  were  a  disagreement 
as  to  die  adjustment  of  the  pews,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
say,  for  this  case  presents  no  difficulties  of  that  kind. 
My  idea  is,  that  the  freehold  in  the  pew  consists  of  the 
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1854.    r^fht  to  a  pew,  and  viewing  it  m  that  light,  I  do  not 
^]^J[j^^  feel  pressed  with  any  difficulty  about  a  change  of  the 

^j^  ground  upon  which  the  new  building  stands.  The  right 
will  be  confined,  of  course,  as  long  as  identity  remains, 
but  the  want  of  identity,  I  do  not  think,  destroys  the 
right ;  after  that  is  lost  it  is  a  matter  of  re-arrangement 
and  adjustment  to  determine  where  the  right  shall  attach, 
whenever  circumstances  have  occurred  which  enable  the 
right  again  to  be  claimed,  and  l^'ought  into  operation 
for  use.  I  do  not  see  that  any  new  faculty  is  required 
in  order  to  exercise  the  right,  the  adjustment  will  settle 
that  matter.  Nor  do  I  see  that  calling  the  space  or 
locality  in  the  festered  building  by  any  different  name 
from  what  the  former  was  designated,  makes  any  differ- 
ence. The  right  being,  as  I  think,  an  incorporeal  one, 
not  dependent  upon  the  materials  of  which  the  church 
and  pew  are  composed,  nor  in  the  identical  spot 
upon  which  the  church  at  first  stood,  does,  in  my 
Jodgnat  humble  opinion,  answer  all  the  difficulties  which  may 
be  raised.  Possibly  there  may  be  cases  in  which  it  may 
be  difficult  to  carry  out  my  views  fully,  but  that  I  consider 
would  be  a  defect  in  a  want  of  sufficient  provisions  in  the 
law,  and  which  in  that  respect  may  call  for  some  altera- 
tion or  amendment ;  but  after  the  legislature  has  declared 
that  the  absolute  purchase  of  a  pew,  (for  which  we  may 
suppose  a  sufficiently  valuable  consideration  was  paid,) 
shall  be  construed  as  a  freehold  of  inheritance,  and  may 
be  bargained,  sold,  and  assigned,  I  cannot  bring  my 
mind  to  believe  that  such  property,  as  well  as  the  con- 
sequences dependent  upon  it,  such  as  the  minister's 
salary,  the  constitution  of  the  church  vestry  and  other 
matters,  all  ended  and  became  dissolved  by  the  destnio- 
tion  of  the  property,  or  by  its  being  changed  in  appear- 
ance, or  in  the  site,  by  the  decision  of  the  majority  of 
those  having  a  voice  in  the  matter. 

Having  defined  what  I  consider  to  be  the  rights  of  a 
pew-holder,  the  question  then  is,  whether  the  facta  of 
the  present  case  will  enable  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  an 
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Mftioft  ott  As  case  for  taking  off  the  door  of  the  pew  1864 
whieh  the  plaintiff  now  claims  to  be  his  in  the  new 
chnrohi  The  first  question  is,  whether  he  had  such  i^ 
poeeegtfi<»  as  will  entitle  him  to  maintain  any  action  7 
I  think  he^  had^  Whether  any  adjostment  in  truth  did 
take  pkee^  so  that  each  pew-holder  knew  the  locality 
i^B  which:  his  right  was  to  attach,  has  not  been  prored^ 
bnt  there  is  what  I  oonsid^  equivalent  to  it,  so  far 
as  respects  the  plaintiff*  It  i^peara  diat  the  person 
whom  he  employed  to  cusMon  and  carpet  the  pew  applied 
to  oae.of  the  defendants  to  know  which  it  was,  and  he 
was  informed.  It  appears  also  that  plaintiff  has  occupied 
it  since  without  any  complaint  made  that  he  was  occupy- 
ing one  not  intended  for  or  assigned  to  him*  The  defen*» 
dafttSy  hetoupe  the  door  was  taken  off^  recognised  that  the 
pe#  in  question  was  for  the  plaintiff,  and  do  not  ques* 
tio&  his  right  upon  any  other  groimd  than  non-payment 
of  the  sum  claimed  to  be  due;  and  in  the  very  act  of 
the  door  being  tidcen  off^  ii  is  done  because  the  pew  was 
recognised  as  beii^  the  plaintiff 's.  Whether  he  or  his 
£M)dly  had  actually  occupied  it  before  the  door  was 
removed,  I  think  of  no  consequence ;  the  question  is,  had 
he  the  right  to  occupy.  I  think  the  defendants  would 
not  even  question  that  right  now,  if  the  plaintiff  had  paid 
what  was  demanded  of  him.  It  is  not  a  proper  spirit 
certainly,  after  having  subscribed  towards  the  re-con^ 
struction  of  the  church,  not  to  make  good  the  subscript 
tioB  because  some  difficulties  may  have  arisen  between 
the  plaintiff  and  one  of  the  church-wardens. 

The  faith  ef  keeping  good  their  subscriptions  is  not  a 
BMtter  between  an  individual  and  the  church-wardens, 
but  it  rests  with  the  body  of  subscribers,  and  it  is  uzgust 
to  them  for.  individuals  to  recede  from  the  subscript 
tien*  That  is  a  matter,  however,  beside  the  question  of 
the  le^l  rights  of  the  parties.  The  second  question, 
supposing  the  plaintiff  to  be  sufficiently  possessed  of  the 
peW)  is,  whether  the  act  of  the  defendants  is  one  injuring 
the  pew,  wlttch  will  give  ban  a  right  of  action  ?  I  do  not 
48  VOL.  I. 
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1854.  think  the  plaintiff  could  of  his  own  will  wd  pleasure  fit 
up  the  pew  as  he  liked ;  he  must  conform  to  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  may  be  established  in  that  respectt 
and  have  the  assent  of  the  incumbent  and  churoh»war« 
dens  as  to  the  manner  of  doing  it/  The  incumbent  and 
church-wardens,  I  take  it,  had  authoritj  in  the  matter  of 
fitting  up  and  decorating  the  pews  of  the  church.  They 
might  have  constructed  them  all  without  doors,  or  thej 
might  have  made  some  with  doors,  and  others  without, 
and  I  apprehend  the  pew-holders  would  have  no  cause 
of  complaint  because  the  pews  were  not  constructed  to 
their  liking.  Here  in  the  present  case  the  pew  was 
constructed  according  to  a  certain  mode,  and  it  had  a 
door,  and  it  was  intended  it  should][haye  one,  and  that 
it  should  remain  if  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  amount 
demanded  of  him.  It  may  be  said  that  the  pew  may  as 
as  well  be  occupied  without  a  door  as  with  one,  and 
that  it  is  no  injury  to  remove  the  door.  In  one  sense 
that  is  so,  but  the  question  is,  whether  there  be  any  right 
after  a  pew  has  been  acquired  and  assigned  to  a  person, 
to  do  an  act  which  renders  it  different  from  all  other 
pews,  and  makes  it  singular  and  to  attract  attention.  I 
do  not  think  there  is  any  such  right  in  the  chmrch- 
wardens.  If  they  could  take  off  the  door  of  a  pew 
because  the  subscription  was  not  paid,  then  they  could 
do  so  for  any  other  matter  connected  with  the  church 
which  the  pew-holder  refused  to  comply  with.  And  if 
they  have  the  power  to  remove  a  door  in  such  a  case,  I 
see  no  reason  why  they  would  not  have  the  same  power 
in  cases  where  parties  had  paid.  All  these  powers,  it 
seems  to  me,  are  to  be  exercised  for  the  interests  of  the 
church  and  the  members  thereof.  Now,  if  the  vestry 
should  by  a  majority  resolve  that  the  pews  should  have 
no  doors,  then  no  individual  would  in  my  opinion  have  a 
right  to  render  his  pew  singular  by  keeping  a  door  on 
it.  The  same  principle  operates  in  this  case. .  By  doors 
being  put  to  the  pews  we  must  suppose  it  is  with  the 
assent  of  the  majority,  and  the  church-wardens  have  no 
right  to  render  any  of  them  singular  without  the  assent 
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of  the  proprietor.  Doing  an  act  which  renders  the  pew  I8&4* 
■ingnlar  from  the  others,  and  attracts  attention,  if 
done  with  the  intention  of  pointing  oat  the  proprietor  as 
standing  in  a  different  position  from  other  members 
of  the  congregation,  is  in  mj  opinion  an  injury.  If 
the  same  act  were  done  to  render  the  church  uniform, 
the  case  would  be  reversed,  it  would  then  be  done  to 
prevent  individuals  from  making  themselves  singular. 
The  injury  consists  in  the  intent,  in  a  case  like  this.  It 
appears  to  me,  therefore,  the  action  is  well  sustained. 

The  form  of  action  being  case  instead  of  trespass,  is, 
I  think  correct.  Case  is  the  only  proper  form  of  action 
for  injuries  to  incorporeal  rights. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  should  be  reversed,  and  the  plaintiff  be  allowed  to 
enter  his  judgment  upon  the  verdict. 

SPRAQeB,  y.  C. — ^I  am  not  prepared  to  dissent  from 
the  judgment  in  which  a  majority  of  the  court  has  con- 
curred. 

To  a  oertain  extent  I  am  disposed  to  agree  in  the  view 
taken  in  the  learned  and  elaborate  judgment  of  the  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  in  the  court  below ;  and  if 
the  present  church  of  St.  James  had  been  built  upon  the 
.  site  of  the  one  destroyed  by  fire,  with  an  arrangement  of 
the  pews  corresponding  with  those  plestroyed,  I  should 
have  felt  difficulty  in  denying  to  the  plaintiff  his  right  to 
a  pew  in  the  new  church,  corresponding  with  the  one  in 
the  building  destroyed. 

But  dealing  in  this  case  with  a  matter  of  strict  legal 
right,  it  lies  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  a  title  in  law,  an 
estate,  in  the  identical  pew,  the  disturbance  in  the  pos- 
session of  which  is  the  subject  of  this  action.  The  erec- 
tion of  the  new  church  on  a  new  site,  different  from 
that  on  which  the  former  one  stood,  creates  difficulties 
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1864.  in  the  way  of  the  legal  right  claimed^  which  I  hare  Jbeen 
unable  to  overcome— -this  difScoltj  is  a  technical  ime 
Biereljy  for  if  the  new  church  is  built  partly  from  fmdB 
belonging  to  the  pew-holders  in  the  former  church,  and 
the  residue  by  fonds  contributed  rateably  by  the  same 
pew-holderSy  of  whom  the  plaintiff  was  one,  there  can  be 
no  ground  in  reason  why  the  mere  change  of  site  ahoukl 
disentitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  corresponding  pew  in  the  new 
church,  when  if  the  same  site  had  been  retained  he 
would  have  been  entitled.  But  to  sustun  this  action  he 
must  have  more  than  a  right  to  be  re-instated  in  his 
pew;  he  must  have  a  legal  estate  in  the  pew;  he^ may 
have  the  first,  and  be  able  to  enforce  that  right,  but  I 
cannot  follow  the  learned  Chief  Justice  ef  tho  Common 
Pleas  in  his  attempt  to  establish  the  second. 

On  the  other  hand  there  is  much  in  the  circumstaaMS 
under  which  churches  are  built  in  this  counlary,  to  favour 
the  idea  that  the  right  acquired  in  a  pew  by  absolute 
purchase  is  no  more  than  a  right  to  that  pew  as  long  as 
the  building  in  which  the  pew  is  situated  may  last.  ^Xke 
vestry  is  constituted  in  relation  to  the  building,  and  act 
as  in  England,  of  the  rate-payers  of  a  parish.  Agun, 
the  soil  and  freehold  of  the  site  of  the  church  are  in  the 
incumbent.  He  is  a  trustee,  and  the  e€$tmi$  qui  tnuUnt^ 
I  apprehend^  are  not  only  the  pew-holders  of  aucih 
church  as  may  happen  to  be  on  the  groundy  but  of  all 
members  of  the  church  in  the  locality.  Take  the  case 
of  a  church  which  had  become  altogether  inadequate 
to  the  accommodation  of  an  increased  population,  and 
such  a  church  becoming  ruinous  or  destroyed,  it  would  be 
difficult,  I  apprehend,  to  deny  to  the  whole  body  of  the 
churchmen  of  the  locality  a  right  to  erect  a  suitable  church 
upon  the  ground  reserved  and  set  apart  for  the  erection 
of  a  church,  and  I  do  not  see  how  such  right  could  be 
overridden  by  the  body  of  individuals  who  had  been  pew- 
holders  in  the  old  church.  If  the  preferable  right  were 
with  such  pew-holders,  I  am  not  sure  that  it  would  not  be 
a  denial  of  the  right  of  the  whole  body  of  the  congrega* 
tion^  i&  favour  of  a  portion  of  that  body. 
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^nthowtrer  this  may  be,  I  ha»T«  been  unible  to  see   18B4. 
the  legal  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  pev  in  qpoaitumy 
which  is  necessary  to  support  this  action. 

^il^h  jr^ard  tamQAeysrecelyed  from^the  j^asnraictqe  of 
ii^  chfirfh  bnilding,  destroyed  by  fire,  it  is  one  ^^uestion 
mIlo  may  be  entitled  to  the  ben^t  of  sach  moneys,  and 
quite  another  question  whether  they  give  any  right  tfl 
those  entitled  to  them,  to  haye  them  applied  in  the  re 
.construction  of  precisely  such  a  chinch  as  the  one 
destroyed;  and  eyen  if  they  conferred  such  right, .  there, 
W9uld  still  remain  the  question  whether  such  a  ri|gbt 
eanied  ivith  it  a  legal,  title  to  pews  in  the .  newly-erei^^ 
church. 


[JB^ore  the  Han.  Sir  J.  B.  BMmon^  BarLj  C.  J.; 
ihe  San.  W.  E.  Draper^  O.  JR.,  0.  Jl,  O.  JP.;.iheSm. 
Mr.  Juitiee  McLean;  the  Sim.  Viee'ChaneeUor  JBeten  ; 
the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Bume;  the  Hon.  Vie^OhanceHor 
Spragge  ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Jmtice  Bicharde  ;  aaed .  tke 
Hon.  Mr.  Juetice  Hagarty.'] 

[On  AS  AVPBAIi  VBQM  7HB  COUBV  OrCOKllOB.PXiaAS.] 


Cabroll  v.  Pottkr. 

AUaehmfnt  agamtt  ab»eondmg  debtor—Execution  tued  out  in  action  not 

MOd,  ftlBnniDg  the  Judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  a  writ  of  ezeeu- 
tion  against  the  gcods  of  an  absconding  debtor,  ieened  npon  a  Jodg- 
ment  entered  np  prior  to  hie  absconding,  was  entitled  to  priority 

.  .'om  writs  of  attachment  placed  in  Che  sheriif 's  hands  before  snoh 
eiiecation ;  notwithstanding  the  judgment  upon  which  it  had  been 
sued  out,  was  entered  up  upon  a  oognoTit  in  a  cause  in  whieh  ao 
.yroeess  had  been  served  or  executed  before  the  suing  out  of  the 
writs  of  attachment.* 

[dir  J*  B.  BoBiKSOH,  Bart,  C.  J.;  MoLsAir,  J.,  and  SpaAOOit  V.  0., 
dfsfeoting.] 

The  facts  of  this  case  appear  in  the  judgment,  and  in 
the  report  of  the  case  in  tiie  court  below  (reported  in  9 
Qom.  Pl^tf,  442.) 

*  The  facts  out  of  which  this  action  arose,  took  place  prior  to  the  pw- 
ing  of  the  stat,  22  Vie,  ch.  96,  the  18th  section  of  which  renders  a 
oonfesrion  of  Judgment,  nTcn  under  the  circumstuces  appearing  in 
iStUB  ease,  ydd  as  against  creditors. 
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1860.       From  the  judgment  there  reported  the  defendant 
appealed,  alleging  as  grounds  of  appeal, 

Ist. — That  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  appellant 
levied  the  moneys  directed  by  the  writ  oi fieri  fadoM  to 
be  levied,  the  evidence  at  the  most  only  showing  that 
there  were  goods  out  of  which  the  appelliftnt  could  have 
levied. 

2nd. — That  there  were  no  goods  out  of  which  the 
appellant  could  have  levied  the  said  moneys,  the  same 
being  exhausted  by  the  writs  of  attachment  filed  with  the 
appellant  on  the  seventh  day  of  August,  1858,  and  the 
other  attachments  filed  and  proved  on  Ae  trial. 

8rd. — ^That  such  attachments  were  entitled  to  priority 
over  the  respondent's  execution ;  that  the  seizure  under  tiie 
executions  made  on  the  6th  of  August,  1858,  enured  to 
the  benefit  of  the  attaching  creditors  the  instant  the  first 
attachment  was  lodged,  and  that  no  actual  seizure  under, 
or  specific  appropriation  of  the  effects  of  Piekk  to 
such  attachments  was  necessary  ;  that  if  the  same  was 
necessary,  the  goods,  though  in  the  custody  of  the 
law,  were  in  such  custody  for  the  purposes  of  the  law, 
and  could  be  so  seized  or  appropriated ;  and  the  evi- 
dence showed  that  such  seizure  or  appropriation  was 
made. 

4th. — ^That  the  plaintiff's  execution  was  not  entitled 
to  priority  under  section  21  of  22  Vie,  cap.,  25,  (Con. 
Stat.,)  he  not  having  served  or  executed  process  therein 
before  the  suing  out  of  the  writ  of  attachment,  his 
judgment  being  founded  on  a  confession,  without 
process. 

Mr.  Freeman^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Ander$onj  for  the 
appellant. 

Mr.  ffarrUan  and  Mr.  Woodj  for  the  respondents. 
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Lane  r.  Hooper ^  (a)  Belcher  v.  Patten^  (&)  Payne  y.    1860. 
Drewe^  {e)  Clark  v.  Mallory^  (d)  Aldred  v.  Oonetable^  (e) 
Beekman  y.  Jarvie^  (/)  were,  in  addition  to  the  cases 
referred  to  in  the  court  below,  cited  and  commented  on 
bj  coonseL 

The  points  relied  on  by  counsel  appear  in  the  judg- 
ment. 

Sib  J.  B.  Robinsok,  Babt.,  C.  J.— The  plaintiff  sues 
the  defendant,  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Oxford,  for 
making  a  false  return  to  a  fi.  fa.  against  goods  on  a 
judgment  obtained  by  plaintiff  against  one  Oharlee 
Piekle. 

The  declaration  contains  two  counts.  The  first 
alleges  that  the  defendant  made  the  money  endorsed  on 
the  writ,  and  yet  falsely  returned  nulla  bonay  and  paid 
nothing  to  the  plaintiff.  The  2nd  count  charges  the 
defendant  with  neglecting  to  levy  though  Pickle  had 
goods  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution. 

The  defendant  pleaded  1st,  not,  guilty.  2nd.  That  he 
did  not,  under  the  said  execution,  levy  the  moneys  on 
Pickle's  goods,  as  alleged  in  the  first  count.  3rdly,  to 
the  second  count,  that  there  was  not  at  any  time  during 
the  period  in  that  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  from  the 
deliyery  to  him  of  the  plaintiff's  fi  fa.  till  the  return 
thereof  any  goods  of  the  said  Charles  Pickle^  within 
tiie  defandant's  bailiwick,  whereof  the  defendant  had 
notioe,  or  could,  or  might,  or  ought  to  have  levied  the 
said  moneys  so  endorsed  on  the  said  writ,  &c.,  or  any 
part  thereof. 

At  the  trial  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for 
£1881  ITs.  Od.,  by  consent,  with  leave  reserved  to  the 

(«)  8  EU.  A  B.  781.  (b)  6  C.  B.  608. 

(c)  4  BmI  628.  ( if )  8  a  B.  O.  8.  167. 

(«)  6  Q.  B.  870.  (/)  8  U.  C.  Q.  B.  280. 
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d^fendanb  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him,  on  the 
fiihslt,  gecond,  and  third  pleas,  if  the  court  sfaonld  thinl^ 
that  certain  attachments  which  were  given  in  evidtoed 
up6n  the  trial  were  entitled,  under  the  fabts  ptored,  tO' 
prevail  against  the  plaintiff's  execution. 

A  rule  nin  was  granted  accordingly  in  Miehaelkaas 
Term,  (1859,)  which  was  argued  in  the  same  term,  and 
the  court  gave  judgment  discharging  the  rule  and 
upholding  the  verdict'  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  didfdndant  has  appealed  from  this  judgment. 

The  facts  of  the  case  and  the  grounds  of  the  judg- 
ment are  fuUj  stated  in  the  printed  case. 

On  the  10th  of  April,  1857,  Pickle  then  living  in  the 
coixnty  of  Oxford,  gave  a  confession  of  judgment  for 
^  X3000  to  the  plaintiff  Potter^  a  lumber  merchant  living 
in  Brantford,  in  a  suit  in  which  no  process  had  been 
served  or  sued  out,  with  stay  of  execution  till  the  Ist  of 
April,  1858.  The  judgment  was  entered  on  the  18th 
of  April,  1859,  on  Uiat  confession. 

Early  in  August,  1858,  before  the  6th  August,  PieJcU 
absconded  from  Canada,  and  afterwards  on  the  15t1i  of 
August,  1858,  the  plaintiff  issued  a  writ  of  fieri  fdetai 
o/i  his  judgment  endorsed  to  levy  £2750  damages  and 
^8  14s.  9d.  costs,  which  writ  was  placed  in  the'  shenflTs 
hands  on  the  following  day. 

At  the  time  that  Pickh  absconded  there  #er6  tiU 
^ia  of  fieri  facioi  ia  the  sheriff'^  hiihdd  againit  iiB 
goods,  and  on  the  6th  August  the  sheriff  seized  urfMf 
these  writs  all  his  goods,  consisting  chiefly  of  a  quantity 
of  lumber.  On  the  Tth  August^  1858,  the  fiHt  itUch- 
ment  against  Pickle  under  the  absconding  detytoH'  iek 
was  put  into  the  sheriff's  hands.  It  was  at  the  suit  of 
the  Commercial  Bank  for  a  debt  of  £125;  and  was 
iAaeA  SbiA  the  Common  Pleas. 
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On  the  lOtb  Angttst,  1858,  another  attachment  against  18M). 
Piekle  came  to  the  BherifT  from  the  Queen's  Bench,  at 
the  suit  of  one  Moore  for  £888  148.  4d.,  and  on  the 
16th  August,  and  between  that  day  and  the  6th  Febru- 
ary, 1869,  nineteen  other  attachments  against  Pichle  at 
the  suit  of  different  creditors  were  delivered  to  the 
sheriff  for  sums  amounting  in  all  to  £5986  4s.  8d. 

In  October,  1858,  the  goods  of  PieJele  which  the 
sheriff  had  seized  under  the  four  writs  of  /{.  fa.  held  by 
him  on  the  6th  of  August,  were  sold  at  public  sale  by 
the  sheriff  and  brought  £2446  ISs.  2d. 

After  deducting  certain  expenses  of  insurance,  fcc, 
and  paying  the  sums  to  be  levied  under  the  four  writs 
oifitrifnteia^j  amounting  in  all  to  £699,  there  remained 
in  the  sheriff's  hands  a  large  balance,  which  the  plain- 
tiff. Pottery  claims  was  applicable  towards  the  satisfac- 
tion of  his  writ  of  execution,  which  was  placed  in  the 
sheriff's  hands  on  the  15th  of  August,  1858. 


Jttdgmotf. 


The  sheriff,  however,  applied  the  money  towards  the 
discharge  of  the  executions  which  had,  in  the  meantime, 
been  placed  in  his  hands  by  the  attaching  creditors, 
whose  attachments  had  been  sued  out  the  first,  on  the 
Tth  of  August,  1853,  and  the  others  within  six  months 
afterwards ;  and  on  the  29th  of  July,  1859,  he  returned 
nulla  bona  upon  Potter  9  execution  acting  under  the  con- 
riction  that  the  attaching  creditors  were  entitled  to 
priority  over  Potter j  who  had  not  commenced  his  suit  by 
process  served  before  the  debtor  absconded. 

The  question  is,  whether  that  application  of  the  money 
was  legal,  or  whether  Potter'^fi.fa.  was  not  entitled  to 
priority  over  the  executions  of  the  attaching  creditors  ? 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  were  of  opinion  that 
PMer  mis  entitled  to  priority,  and  have,  therefore,  sus- 
tained this  verdict  in  the  action  against  the  sheriff  for 
damages,  and  a  false  return  to  his  writ  of  execution. 
44  VOL.  I. 
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1860.       Against  this  jadgment  the  sheriflf  has  appealed. 

This,  then,  is  an  action  brought  to  try  the  right  to  the 
money  which  remained  over  in  the  sheriff's  hands,  after 
he  had  satisfied  the  four  writs  of  fieri  facias  which  had 
come  to  him  before  the  6th  of  August,  1858,  and  were 
then  lying  in  his  hands  current  and  unsatisfied. 

No  one  disputes  that  those  four  executions  being  prior 
to  any  writ  of  attachihent  being  sued  out,  were  properly 
paid  in  full  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sheriff's  sale. 
The  question  is,  what  application  the  sheriff  should  have 
made  of  the  surplus,  after  satisfying  those  writs  and 
certain  charges  which  are  mentioned  in  the  evidence. 
If  he  was  wrong  in  assuming  that  the  surplus  was  to  be 
divided  rateably  among  the  attaching  creditors,  *who  had 
obtained  executions,  th6n  the  judgment  given  in  the  court 
below  is  right. 

The  plaintiff.  Potter^  can  say  truly  that  he  had 
obtained  judgment  against  the  debtor,  Pickhy  before  he 
absconded ;  though  he  must  admit  that  his  judgment 
was  not  in  a  suit  which  he  had  commenced  by  service  of 
process,  as  the  55th  clause  of  the  statute  provides  it 
must  be,  in  order  to  entitle  it  to  priority,  and  he  can 
also  say  truly  that  he  sued  out  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  against 
Pickle's  goods  upon  that  judgment,  on  15th  August, 
1858,  and  put  it  into  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  on  the  fol- 
lowing day,  whether  before  or  after  a  second  attachment 
at  the  suit  of  the  Commercial  Bank,  against  Pickle^  for 
j£239  2s.  9d.  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  does  not  appear, 
and  is  not  material. 

On  behalf  of  the  attaching  creditors,  in  whose  favour 
the  sheriff  decided,  it  is  to  be  said,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  on  the  7th  August,  1858,  an  attachment  against 
Pickle  for  j£125,  as  an  absconding  debtor,  was^delivered 
to  the  sheriff;  that  on  10th  August,  1868,  another 
attachment  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  at  the  suit  of 
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Moare^  for  £888  14s.  4d.y  and  that  afterwards,  and  1800. 
within  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  first  writ  of  attach- 
ment, there  were  -other  writs  of  attachment  against 
Pickle  for  an  amount  in  all  yerj  much  exceeding  the 
sorplns  which  is  now  in  qnestion,  and  the  defendant  con- 
tends that  all  these  attachments,  according  to  the  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act  of  1856,  which  was  at  that  time 
in  force,  were  entitled  to  stand  upon  an  equal  footing  of 
right,  and  to  be  paid  rateablj  in  proportion  among  them- 
selves, to  the  amount  of  the  judgments  that  should  be 
obtained  in  the  several  attachment  suits.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  on  that  point;  it  is  clear  all  those  attachments 
which  came  to  the  sheriff  within  six  months  from  the 
delivery  of  the  first,  as  I  believe  they  all  did,  stand  on 
the  same  footing.  They  were  either  none  of  them  entitled 
to  take  {precedence  oi Potter' 9fi.fa,y  or  all  of  them  were. 
It  seems  to  me  to  be  clear  that  they  were  all  entitled 
to  be  preferred  to  Potter' %  execution,  under  the  express 
provision  of  the  statute,  by  reason  of  Potter's  suit  not 
having  been  commenced  by  process  served  before  the 
suing  out  of  the  first  writ  of  attachment  against  Pickle  ; 
that  circumstance  excludes  him  from  the  benefit  of  the 
55th  section  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of  1856^ 
which  would,  however,  have  given  him  priority,  his 
execution  being  prior  in  date  to  any  obtained  by  an 
attaching  creditor,  and  the  fact  of  Potter's  suit  not  hav- 
ing been  commenced  by  process,  it  leaves  the  57th  section 
*  of  the  statute  to  its  operation,  the  effect  of  which  is,  that 
the  money  made  from  the  sale  of  the  goods  is  to  be  dis- 
tributed rateably  among  all  the  attaching  creditors. 

I  do  not  think  we  can  avoid  holding  this  to  be  so, 
unless  we  discard,  which  we  have  no  authority  to  do, 
that  part  of  the  55th  clause  which  makes  the  commence- 
ment of  the  non-attaching  creditor's  suit  by  service  of 
proeeaSf  one  of  the  two  conditions  of  his  obtaining  prior- 
ity over  such  attachments  as  may  have  been  sued  out 
before  he  obtained  judgment. 
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The  legislature  may  or  may  not  hftve  duly  considered  all 
the  consequences  of  this  provision  being  made  in  the  terms 
in  which  it  stands;  but  I  do  not, think  we  can  hay^ 
any  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  language  they  ha?e 
used,  or  that  we  can  decline  to  give  effect  to  the  statute 
according  to  its  obvious  construction. 

It  may  be^that  the  legislature  apprehended  that  ^ 
debtor  on  the  eve  of  absconding  would  be  apt  to  confess 
a  debt  which  was  really  imaginary  in  favour  of  Bome 
friend  for  the  purpose  of  covering  his  effects  for  hi^ 
own  benefit,  and  that  it  might  not  be  easy  to  obtain 
proof  of  the  fraud,  and  that  they  therefore  thought  it 
prudent  to  give  priority  to  the  non-attaching  creditor 
who  was  first  to  obtain  an  execution  against  the  debtor, 
only  in  those  cases  where  he  has  proceeded  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  by  taking  out  and  serving  process  wbio^ 
might  appear  to  be  some  security  against  collusion.  It 
jod|m«it  niust,  however,  be  owned  that  the  security  would  bs 
rather  apparent  than  real,  since  there  would  be  little 
•  difficulty  in  making  the  fraudulent  arrangement  ia 
time  to  serve  process  before  the  debtor  absconded. 

In  Daniel  v.  Fitzgerald  (a)  we  felt  ourselves  ^a 
strained  to  take  the  same  view  that  I  have  now  stated 
of  the  effect  of  the  55th  clause,  and  I  am  not  aware  that 
there  has  been  any  decision  to  the  contrary,  andif  thwe 
were  indeed,  it  would  be  a  decisbn  against  the  plaia 
words  of  the  55th  clause.  We  may  entertain  doabia 
whether  that  provision  does  or  does  not  make  that  dis* 
position  of  the  goods  of  the  debtor  which  is  most  consis- 
tent with  the  just  claims  of  the  several  parties,  but  we 
surely  must  treat  it  as  an  enactment  tl^t  must  prevail  sq 
long  as  it  is  unrepealed  and  unaltered. 

The  judgment  given  below  in  favour  of  the  plaiatii; 
PoUeVj  proceeds,  as  I  understand,  on  the  prlAcipl^  that 

(«)  17  U.  c,  B.  669.  ^ 
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wlien  P%ekW9  goods  were  seized  under  the  fi.  fa9.y  or  1860. 
one  of  theiCy  that  were  in  the  sheriff's  hands  on  the  tJth 
of  August,  such  goods  were  thereby  placed  in  ctutodia 
Jegii  ;  that  the  attachment  which  came  the  next  day  (7th 
of  August)  could  not,  therefore,  attach  upon  the  same 
goods,  and  that  the  sheriff,  moreover,  took  no  step  to  lay 
oa  the  attachment,  as  the  phrase  is,  even  if  that  had  been 
ppsuble];  ^that  the  goods,  consequently,  were  not  bound 
by  or  for  the  purpose  of  these  attachments,  when  Potter' 9 
fiffa.  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  on  the  16th  of  August, 
und  that  the  attachments,  therefore,  could  form  no 
pbstacle  to  tbe  plaintiff.  Potter^  obtaining  satisfaction 
out  of  the  residue  of  the  goods  which  were  all  still  unsold, 
and  in  the  sheriff's  hands. 

I  must  say  that  I  cannot  take  this  view  of  the  statute* 
Iftim  an  early  period  it  has  been  held,  that  where  a 
second  execution  against  the  person  of  a  debtoV  comes  to 
the  hands  of  a  sheriff,  who  already  has  the  debtor  in 
custody  at  the  suit  of  another  plaintiff,  the  debtor  is  to 
be  looked  vpon  as  being  in  the  sheriff's  custody  upon 
the  first,  and  this  without  the  sheriff  going  through  any 
form  of  arresting  on  the  second  writ,  and  without  any 
thing  being  done  to  place  the  party  in  custody  under 
such  second  writ.  Front's  case  (a)  was  a  case  of 
thftt  kind,  in  which  the  court  resolved  ^'  that  when  a  man 
is  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  by  proce$$  of  latp^  and 
afterwards  another  writ  is  delivered  to  him,  to  arrest  the 
body  of  him  who  is  in  custody,  presently  he  is  in  the 
eiwtody  by  force  of  the  second  writ,  by  judgment  of  law, 
although  he  do  not  actually  arrest  him;  for  to  what 
pqrpose  should  he  arrest  him  who  is  and  was  before  in 
his  oustody?  M  lex  rion  prsecipit  inutilia^  quia 
i»utili$  Mor  $tuUu8j  and  the  writs  of  the  capuu 
ad  MtUfaciendum  are  not  only  quod  capiat^  ^c, 
but  quod  salvo  custodiatj  ^e.y  so  that  although  he 
cannot   take   hm   whom   he  has  in  his  custody,  yet 

(a)  6  Coke,  89. 
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1860.  he  may  safely  keep  him,"  Britton  v.  C\>fo,  (a)  and 
Jackson  y.  Humphreys^  {b)  are  to  the  same  effect,  and 
the  same  principle  has  heen  frequently  affirmed,  {c) 
The  sheriff,  consequently,  would  he  liahle  for  an  escape 
at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  second  ca.  s'a.j  if  he 
were  to  let  the  dehtor  go  after  the  first  writ  being  satis- 
fied, that  is,  provided  the  imprisonment  of  the  debtor 
under  the  first  writ  was  legal,  but  not  otherwise,  as 
was  determined  in  the  late  case  of  Sooper  y.  Lane. 
Such  is  the  law  as  regards  executions  against  the  per- 
son, and  it  is  quite  plain  that  the  analogy  holds  in  the 
case  of  goods  being  seized  by  a  sheriff  under  a  writ  of 
fi.  fa.y  when  another  writ  of  fi,  fa.  afterwards  issues 
against  the  goods  of  the  same  defendant,  to  the  same 
sheriff,  at  the  suit  of  another  plaintiff.  It  is  clearly 
held  that  in  such  cases  without  any  seizure  made  under 
the  second  writ,  of  goods  that  had  been  already  seised, 
and  even  were  in  custody  of  the  same  officer  under 
jadgm«Dt  ^be  ^rst  writ,  the  goods  must  be  held  to  satisfy  the 
second  writ,  if  any  thing  should  remain  after  satisfaction 
of  the  first.  This  was  assumed  to  be  the  law  in  Beekman 
y.  Jarvia  ;  {d)  and  in  Drew  v.  Lanisony  (e)  and  Jones  y. 
Atherton,  (/)  the  matter  is  treated  as  being  perfectly 
plain.  In  the  latter  case,  Gibba^  0.  J.,  says,  *'  If  the 
sheriff  has  the  writ  in  his  office,  though  no  warrant  be 
made  on  it,  if  he  afterwards  gets  possession  of  the  goods, 
though  apparently  under  another  writ,  yet  his  possession 
shall  inure  to  the  case  of  the  first  writ." 

In  the  other  case,  of  Dreto  y.  Lanteon^  Lord  Den- 
man  said,  ^^  The  duty  of  the  sheriff,  when  he  has  several 
writs  of  execution,  is  clear.  He  is  to  execute  them 
according  to  their  priority,  which,  as  to  writs  of  fieri 
faciasj  is  according  to  the  time  of  their  delivery  to  him. 
By  executing  is  meant  that  he  is  to  apply  the  proceeds^ 


ia)  Com.  484.  (6)  1  Salk.  278. 

e)  BuUer  N.  P.  66 ;  1  Bos.  &  P.  124. 
d)  8  U.  C.  B.  280.  (e)  11  A.  A  B.  629. 

/)  7  Taunt.  66. 
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of  goods  seized  in  that  manner.  It  is  not  material  1800. 
whether  he  seizes  the  goods  under  the  first  or  under  the 
last  writ,  as  soon  as  they  are  seized  they  are,  in  point  of 
law,  in  his  custody,  under  all  the  writs  he  then  hfis,  and 
when  he  sells  them,  he  sells,  in  point  of  law,  under  all 
the  writs." 

In  such  cases  the  question  in  fact  is  about  the  dis- 
posal of  the  money  produced  by  the  sale,  and  the  point 
is  conveniently  brought  up  in  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  for  a  false  return. 

I  do  not  apprehend  that  any  difficulty  is  allowed  in 
such  cases,  or  should  be  allowed  in  this,  to  be  created  by 
applying  the  principle  that  goods  cannot  be  seized  under 
legal  process  which  are  already  in  the  custody  of  the 
law.  That  principle  in  reason,  I  think,  cannot  be  applied 
where  the  gooda  and  the  proceeds  are  all  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  same  officer  whose  duty  it  must  be  to  dispose 
of  them  as  the  law  requires,  but  only  in  cases  where 
goods  being  already  seized  under  legal  process  are  in  the 
hands  of  one  officer,  and  are  attempted  to  be  afterwards 
seized  and  taken  out  of  his  hands  by  another  officer 
upon  some  other  process,  which  latter  seizure,  if  perse- 
vered in,  would  defeat  the  first ;  as  a  general  rule  the  law 
prohibits  that,  though  there  are  several  exceptions,  as 
the  court  considered  there  must  be  in  the  case  oiFrancii 
V.  Brovm.  (a) 

I  think  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  which  relieved  the 
sheriff  from  the  responsibility  of  determining  how  the 
remaining  proceeds  of  the  goods  sold  ought  to  be  applied, 
and  that  it  was  his  duty  to  apply  them  according  to 
the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  absconding 
debtors'  acts,  which  it  seems  to  me  must  govern.  If  the 
fi.fa9*  which  were  delivered  to  him  on  the  6th  of  August 
or  before,  had  been  all  for  some  reason  invalid,  and  had 

(a)  11U.C.B.658. 
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1800.  been  set  aside  after  the  Tth  of  Augrtst,  or  if,  trbich 
woTild  be  a  clearer  case,  the  debtor  who  had  absconded 
had  sent  from  the  foreign  country  to  which  he  fled  snffi-* 
cient  money  by  a  friend  to  satisfy  all  the  executions  in 
full,  and  had  sent  him  at  the  same  time  authority  to 
demand  his  goods  from  the  sheriflf  in  his  name  after  the 
executions  had  been  discharged,  ought  the  sheriff  to 
have  given  up  the  goods  in  either  case  notwithstanding 
these  attachments  had  come  to  him  before  such  demand 
was  made?  I  think  most  clearly  not.  Ko  doubt  it 
would  have  been  his  duty,  though  he  had  never  actually 
seized  under  them  at  all,  especially  the  goods  which  were 
already  in  his  hands  under  the  ji../a.,  still  to  detain  the 
goods  in  his  hands  for  the  benefit  of  the  first  attaching 
creditor,  and  of  all  the  other  creditors  who  might  place 
theur  attachments  in  his  hands  within  six  months. 

As  was  said  by  the  court  ih  FoHer*$  case,  with 
reference  to  executions  against  the  person,  the  com- 
mand  to  the  sheriff  is  not  merely  to  take,  but  to 
keep  and  detain,  so  in  regard  to  these  writs  of  attach- 
ment under  the  absconding  debtors'  acts,  the  command 
of  the  writ  in  the  form  given  by  the  legislature  (C.  L.  P. 
Act,  1856,  schedule  A.,  Ko.  7)  is  that  the  sheriff  shall 
attach,  seize,  and  Bofely  keep  all  the  real  and  personal 
property  of  the  debtor  who  has  absconded  to  secure  and 
satisfy  the  plaintiff  a  certain  debt  or  demand,  and  to 
satisfy  the  debt  and  demand  of  such  other  creditors  as 
shall  duly  place  their  writs  of  attachment  in  the  said 
sheriff's  hands,  or  otherwise  lawfully  notify  him  of  their 
claim  and  duly  prosecute  the  same.  The  writ  also  con- 
tains a  notice  addressed  to  the  debtor  that  in  case  of  his 
failing  to  put  in  bail,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  to  judg- 
ment and  execution,  and  may  sell  the  property  so 
attached.  I  cannot  read  this  writ  and  the  various 
clauses  of  the  Absconding  Debtor's  Act  as  it  now 
stands  in  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Upper  Canada^ 
chapter  25,  embodying  the  clauses  of  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  of  1856^  which  if  ere  in  force  when  these 
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proceedings  were  going  on,  without  seeing  that  the  legis-  1S60. 
latnre  did  not  give  the  process  by  attachment  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  compellmg  the  appearance  of  the 
absconding  debtor.  They  provided  by  it  also  for  the 
detention  and  safe  custody  of  the  goods,  in  order  that 
theymight  be  forthcoming  far  the  tatisfaction  of  the 
deht9  of  all  the  attaching  creditors  who  should  obtain 
judgment,  having  taken  out  their  attachments  within  six 
months  after  the  first  of  such  writs. 

It  18  quite  true  that  if  the  attachment  which  came  to 
the  sheriflf  on  the  7th  August  was  the  only  one  that 
we  knew  of  in  this  case,  and  if  the  debtor  had  put  in 
bail  to  that  writ,  and  if  the  four^.  fas.  had  been  satis- 
fied before  Potter's  fi.  fa.  came  to  the  sheriiT,  he  would 
have  got  his  goods  back,  and  then  the  effect  of  the  first 
attachment  would  have  been  only  to  compel  appear- 
ance* But  here  there  were  many  writs  of  attachment 
that  came  within  six  months,  as  I  think  all  the  21  j^agBMiit 
did,  and  it  is  clear  under  the  statute  they  must  be  looked 
upon  like  so  many  sums  added  to  the  first  attachment. 
The  54  section  (C.  L.  P.  Act  of  1856)  expressly  dispenses 
with  the  necessity  of  any  appraisement  or  inventory  in 
connexion  with  the  subsequent  writs,  and  if  the  sheriff 
having  these  goods  in  his  custody  under  the  writs  oifi. 
fa.  long  before  he  sold  them  did  omit  to  have  any 
appraisement  of  them  made  or  any  distinct  inventory 
under  the  first  attachment,  then  whatever  remedy  the 
owner  of  the  goods,  or  the  attaching  creditors  might 
have  against  him  for  any  damage  arising  from  that 
omission,  I  do  not  think  we  could  hold  that  the  attaching 
ereditors  lost  the  benefit  of  their  attachments  in  conse- 
quence of  it. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  sheriff  having  seized  these 
goods  under  the  first  four  writs  of  Ji-  fa.  before  any 
other  process  against  the  goods  had  reached  him,  was 
bound  to  satisfy  those  writs  first,  as  he  did  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale.  And  that  whatever  money  remained 
45  VOL,  I. 
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1860.  in  his  bands  after  deducting  his  legal  chargae  was  applio^ 
able  to  the  executions  of  the  attaching  creditors,  when* 
ever  they  might  get  the  length  of  execution,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  they  had  all  put  their  attachments  into  his 
hands  at  the  same  time,  yiz.,  on  7th  August.  It  was 
the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  keep  the  money,  as  he  would 
have  kept  the  goods,  if  they  had  not  been  sold  tSl 
the  period  arrived  for  a  rateable  distribution.  And 
as  the  attaching  creditors  were,  I  think,  entitled  to  the 
whole  of  the  remaining  proceeds,  provided  so  much 
was  required  for  paying  them  up  in  full,  as  it  dearly 
was,  it  must  follow  that  the  plaintiff  Potter  coming 
with  his  fi.  fa.  on  the  16th  August  cannot  daim  to 
be  satisfied  to  any  extent. 

That  appears  to  me  to  be  the  conclusion  to  which  we 
must  come,  under  the  65th  section  of  the  G.  L.  P.  Act 
of  1856,  for  the  reason  that  Potter  had  not  commenced 
his  suit  by  process  served,  and  so  had  not  a  claim  to  the 
priority  which  he  would  otherwise  have  had  by  reason 
of  his  having  obtained  execution  before  any  attaching 
creditor. 

If  he  had  had  either  of  the  claims  to  precedence  which 
the  55th  clause  makes  necessary,  he  would  have  come 
before  all  the  attaching  creditors ;  but  wanting  all  of 
these  requisites  he  must  go  behind  them  all,  I  think, 
and  the  money  ought  to  have  been  distributed  (as  it 
seems  it  was)  rateably  among  all  the  attaching  creditors, 
according  to  the  57th  section,  not  affected  under  the  cir- 
cumstances by  the  55th  section,  for  it  is  perfectly  dear 
l^t  Potter's  case  does  not  come  within  that  section.  H 
this  is  not  what  was  meant  by  the  legislature,  or  is 
thought  to  be  unjust  or  inexpedient,  still  it  appears  to 
me  to  be  a  consequence  so  plainly  flowing  from  the  law 
as  it  stands  that  we  cannot  hold  otherwise  verf  wdl  till 
the  act  is  altered  by  the  legislature.  The  prevision 
made  by  the  55th  section  has  stood  ever  since  the  sla- 
tote  5  Wm.  lY.,  ch.  5^  was  pasMd,  of  whidi  it  jfoMed. 
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the  4111  dlanse,  and  I  caanot  say  that  I  have  any  doubt  1800. 
on  a  carefal  pemsal  of  it  that  the  legislature  only  meant 
to  poBtpone  the  attaching  creditors  in  favour  of  any  per- 
Bom  who  not  preyiously  by  attachment  has  obtained 
execntbn  before  them,  or  any  of  them,  provided  such 
o&er  person  had  taken  oat  his  writ  and  served  it  before 
the  debtor  absconded,  thereby  giving  proof  that  he  used 
greater  diligence  than  the  others,  and  that  he  was  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  proceeding  by  compulsion  to  enforce 
his  demand  in  invitumj  and  not  by  collusion  with  the 
debtor,  in  which  case  it  would  seem  hard  that  he  should 
not  have  priority  merely  because  the  debtor  after  he  had 
been  served  by  him  had  absconded. 

In  the  argument,  the  following  cases  decided  upon 
this  branch  of  the  law  were  cited  and  reasoned  upon, 
but  I  do  not  find  that  they  are  any  of  them  incon- 
sistent with  the  opinion  which  1  have  expressed.  Gamble 
V.  Jarvis^{a)  Bank  of  British  North  America  v.  JarviBj{b) 
Beekman  v.  Jarvis,  {c)  Francis  v.  Brown^  (d)  Cann  v. 
Thomas^  {e)  Daniel  v,  Mtzell.  (/) 

In  my  opinion,  the  judgment  ^ven  below  should  be 
reversed,  and  the  rule  for  entering  a  verdict  in  favour 
of  the  defendant  should  be  made  absolute. 

Mr.  Justice  McLean^  who  heard  the  case  argued,  and  is 
now  unavoidably  absent,  has  authorised  me  to  say  that  he 
has  eome  to  die  condosion  that  the  rule  for  entering  a 
V€ri£ot  for  the  defendant  ahoold  have  been  made  absolivte. 

Dbapbb,  C.  J.— I  do  not  perceive  any  ground  upon 
which  it  can  be  successfully  oontended  that  the  property, 
credits,  and  effects  of  an  absconding  debtor  are  boani 
dtfaer  by  the  issuing  of  a  writ  of  atta^diment,  or  by 
the  delivery  of  such  writ  to  the  sheriff.    The  sherMf 

a)  5  U.  C.  0.  S.  272.  <*)  1  U.  C.  Kep.  162. 

c)  8  lb.  iSO.  id)  11  lb.  658. 

017  lb.  9.  (/)17Ib.«69. 
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1860.  must,  in  my  opinion,  ''  take  into  his  charge  or  keeping, 
all  Buoh  property  and  effects,"  in  order  to  subject  them 
to  the  operation  of  the  writ.  The  datj  imposed  vpon 
him,  of  making  an  inventory  or  appraisement  of  the 
goods  attached,  and  returniDg  such  inventory  or  appraise- 
ment,  together  with  the  writ,  confirms  me  in  this 
impression. 

When  the  property  and  effects  are  thus  taken,  the 
sheriff* 's  duty,  unless  they  are  of  a  perishable  nature,  is 
to  keep  them  until  one  of  three  things  happens,  viz.: 
1.  That  the  defendant  in  the  writ  of  attachment  puts  in 
and  perfects  special  bail,  in  which  case  such  property  and 
effects  (or  if  they  have  been  sold  as  perishable,  then  the 
net  proceeds  thereof)  are  to  be  restored  and  paid  to  him, 
unless  the  sheriff"  has  some  other  lawful  ground  for  with- 
holding them;  or  2,  that  the  plaintiff  obtains  judgment 
and  issues  execution,  when  the  sheriff^s  duty,  with  regard 
to  selling,  will  be  the  same  as  in  other  cases,  the  distri- 
bution of  the  proceeds  being  rateable  in  cases  coming 
within  the  29th  section  of  the  Absconding  Debtors' 
Act ;  (a)  or,  8rd,  if  the  plaintiff  fails  in  his  suit,  then 
the  sheriff'  must  restore  the  goods,  unless  he  has  some 
lawful  ground  to  retain  them.  The  effect  of  the  attach- 
ment, therefore,  is  either  to  enforce  the  defendant  to  put 
in  special  bail,  or  to  hold  his  property  to  satisfy  any 
judgment  which  the  attaching  creditor  or  creditors  may 
recover. 

In  the  present  case,  the  goods  were  seiied  on  exeoa- 
tion  before  any  writ  of  attachment  came  to  the  sheriff^'a 
hands.  Even  if  an  attachment  Irould  bind  goods  before 
it  was  executed,  in  the  present  case  there  were  no  goods 
to  be  bound  by  it,  for  they  were  in  custodia  legu^  taken 
in  execution.  So  far,  at  least,  the  writ  of  attachment 
was  inoperative.  I  do  not  understand  it  to  be  contended 
that  the  seizure  on  a  writ  of  execution  oould  enure  as  a 
seizure  on  a  writ  of  attachment  subsequently  received  by 
the  sheriff;  since  the  objects  of  the  two  writs  are  whoUj 

(a)  CoDBoL  Stat.  U.  C,  ch.  2^. 
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different,  as  I  shall  have  occasion  to  observe  hereafter.    1800. 
What  Patterstmj  J.,  says  in    Wintle  v.  Freemanj  (a) 
applies  only  to  writs  of  execution. 

The  four  executions  which  were  in  the  sheriff's  hands 
before  any  writ  of  attachihent  was  delivered  to  him,  only 
directed  the  levy  of  £824,  with  incidental  costs  and 
expenses.  Under  the  executions,  all  the  debtor's  goods 
were  seized.  Then  the  sheriff  received  the  two  writs  of 
attachment,  and  next  the  respondent's  execution  for 
£2765.  The  sheriff  sold  goods  to  the  amount  of  je2246 
18s.  2d.  It  is  not  asserted  that  the  attaching  creditors 
had  obtained  judgment  when  the  sale  took  place.  Nor 
was  it  urged  that  from  the  nature  of  the  property  seized, 
which  was  lumber,  (selling  the  whole  of  it  could  not  be 
avoided,)  that  the  sheriff  could  not  have  sold  enough  to 
satisfy  the  executions  received  by  him  before  the  first 
attachment,  and  then  have  stopped,  holding  the  residue 
subject,  if  by  law  they  were  subject,  to  the  attachments. 
As  little  was  it  urged  that  the  goods  were  sold  under  the 
15th  section  of  the  Absconding  Debtors'  Act,  as  perish- 
able. 

The  sheriff,  therefore,  had  no  authority  to  sell,  except 
that  derived  from  the  executions  in  his  hands,  (()  and  after 
satisfying  the  first  four,  he  had  no  authority  to  continue 
to  sell,  unless  it  was  under  the  respondent's  writ.  But 
goods  which  produced  at  least  JS1400  were  sold  after 
the  first  four  executions  were  satisfied.  And  the  sheriff 
appears  to  me  to  be  in  this  dilamma,  either  he  sold 
under  the  respondent's  writ,  or  he  sold  without  author- 
ity. And  he  is  now  setting  up  the  claim  of  the  attach- 
ing creditors,  which  is  a  claim  to  have  the  goods  them- 
selves held  for  their  benefit,  as  an  answer  to  the  res- 
pondent's claim  to  the  money  which  they  produced  at 
the  sale. 

In  Bi/hot  V.  Pechhaniy  (<?)  it  was  held  that  the  sheriff, 

(a)  11  A.  ft  B.  648. 

lb)  Vide  p«r  Lord  lyeiimaii,  in  Drew  t.  Lainson,  11  A.  ft  B.  587. 
(c)  1  T.  R.  781. 
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16M.   iMTing  onoe  9old  under  the  plaintiflf's  execHtion, 

answerable  to  him  for  the  debt,  though  ike  sheriff,  after 
the  sale,  discovered  a  prior  execution  in  his  office,  and 
consequently  returned  the  plaintiff's  writ  nulla  bona. 
In  that  case  the  sheriff  was  probably  liable  to  the  party 
who  delivered  the  first  execution  to  him  for  neglect,  and 
here,  if  the  sheriff  is  liable  (which  I  by  no  means  affirm) 
to  the  attaching  creditors,  it  would  not  relieve  him  from 
accounting  for  the  money  to  the  respondent,  on  whose 
execution  the  goods  must,  on  the  facts  appearing,  be 
taken  to  have  been  sold.  And  RybotY.  Peckham  is  ap- 
proved of  in  ffutchinson  v.  JohnBton,  (a)  where  the  court 
take  the  distinction  between  a  seizure  under  a  second 
execution,  followed  by  a  nale  under  a  prior  one,  and  a 
seizure  and  sale,  both  under  the  second  writ.  As 
explained  by  CHhbi^  C.  J.,  in  JoncB  v.  Atherton,  (6.) 
if  the  sheriff  has  the  first  writ  in  his  office,  and  he  after- 
wards gets  possession  of  the  goods,  though  apparently 
I  under  another  writ,  such  possession  shall  enure  to  the 
use  of  the  first  writ.  If,  therefore,  the  sale  in  this  ease 
must  necessarily  be  treated  as  made  under  the  respon- 
dent's writ,  after  the  prior  executions  were  satisfied,  the 
plaintiff  would  seem  entitled  to  recover.  The  goods 
were  not  sold  under  the  writ  of  attachment,  and  as  there 
were  goods  remaining  after  the  satisfaction  of  the  first 
four  executions,  the  2nd  and  8rd  pleas  are  (at  least 
literally)  disproved. 

But,  independently  of  this,  the  seizure  in  executitm  is 
a  complete  and  exhaustive  act,  leaving  nothing  in  the 
execution  debtor  capable  of  being  seized,  though  the 
right  of  property  so  far  continued  in  him,  that  t»t  any 
moment  before^  execution  executed  he  may  entitle  him- 
to  a  restoration,  by  paying  off  the  demands  in  the 
sheriff's  hands.  But  the  sheriff  cannot,  in  fact,  mi&e  l^ 
new  seizure,  tottes  quoties  he  receives  a  new  exeeutioQ. 
And  accordingly,  Eolt,  0.  X,  in Bachur$ty.  Olinkardy  (e) 
held,  that  goods  once  seized  and  in  custody  of  the 

(«)  1  T.  B.  729.  (h)  7  T^imi.  ^. 
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law,  eftBnot  be  seized  again  by  the  same  or  another   1800. 
■h^lff. 

In  the  present  case,  when  the  attachments  came  into 
the  sheriff's  hands  he  conld  not  seize  the  goods  in  ques- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  those  writs,  because  he  had  them 
already  in  execution,  anymore  than  a  landlord  could  haye 
distrained  upon  them.  Neither  could  the  seizure  in  execu- 
tion operate  as  a  seizure  to  bind  the  goods  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  attaohmeuts,  for  the  one  was  a  final,  the 
other  was  a  mesne  process ;  the  result  of  the  former  was 
certain,  namely,  the  satisfying  the  debt  recovered  by 
sale  of  the  goods,  while  the  result  of  the  latter  was  con- 
tingent on  the  plaintiff's  recoyering  judgment,  and  per 
ie  the  latter  did  not  authorise  the  turning  the  goods 
into  money.  I  do  not  perceWe  any  principle  on  which 
to  hold  that  a  writ  of  attachment  binds  the  goods  before 
seizure;  if  not,  I  fail  to  perceive  how  it  can  operate  upon 
goods  which  cannot  be  seized  under  it,  or  how  it  can 
intercept  and  defeat  the  operation  of  a  writ  which  m 
capable  of  binding  goods  from  the  moment  the  sheriff 
receives  it,  and  when,  as  I  understand  the  law,  such 
writ  coming  into  a  sheriff's  hands  who  has  already  seized 
goods  of  the  execution  debtor  under  a  prior  writ,  the 
seizure  under  the  first  writ  operates  as  a  seizure  upon 
every  subsequent  executbn  from  the  moment  of  its 
delivery  to  the  sheriff.  The  second  execution  is  thus 
capable  of  an  immediate  operation,  while  the  attachment 
oannot  be  laid  on  until  the  executions  prior  to  it  are 
satisfied. 

It  is,  perhaps,  idle  to  speculate  on  what  the  legisla- 
ture would  have  done  had  this  precise  case  been  pre- 
sented for  their  consideration.  Strong  arguments  might 
be  advanced  to  shew  that  in  reason  and  justice  a  creditor 
who  had  entered  up  his  judgment  many  months  before 
hk  debtor  absconded,  where  no  fraud  was  imputed  to 
the  creditor,  should  not  be  deprived  of  his  remedy  by 
execution,  by  a  writ  of  attachment  being  placed  in  the 
hands  of  ikd  sheriff  a  few  days  or  a  few  hours  before  he 


860  EREOR  AND  APPBAL  ItEPO&TS. 

I860,  issued  hi&fi,fa.  In  the  absence  of  any  sncli  statutory 
rule,  I  think  the  respondent,  upon  technical  grounds, 
at  .least,  has  a  priority,  and,  therefore,  that  the  appeal 
should  be  dismissed. 

Burns,  J. — ^According  to  the  cases  of  Gamble  y. 
Jarvisy  and  Bank  of  British  North  America  t. 
JarviBj  goods  'which  have  been  seized  and  taken 
into  custody  of  the  sheriff  upon  an  attachment  are  so 
far  in  eustodia  legis  that  an  execution,  before  one 
obtained  upon  the  attachment  demand,  unless  it  be 
obtained  under  the  provision  for  allowing  priority  in 
cases  where  the  plaintiffs  have  commenced  a  suit  and 
the  process  served  before  the  writ  of  attachment  sued 
out,  cannot  attach  upon  the  goods.  The  effect  of  these 
decisions  and  the  acts  relating  to  absconding  debtors  is 
that  when  there  happens  to  be  a  class  of  creditors 
of  the  absconding  debtor  who  issue  attachments,  and 
J  jtMu^.  another  class  of  creditors  who  already  have  judgments 
but  have  not  issued  execution,  if  the  attachments  be 
laid  on  before  a  levy  made  upon  an  execution,  then  the 
attaching  creditors  are  first  entitled  to  be  satisfied, 
provided  they  proceed  on  to  judgment  and  execution, 
and  the  execution  creditors  must  wait  to  be  satisfied 
from  any  surplus,  if  there  be  any.  A  judgment  creditor 
who  has  not  issued  an  execution  until  after  an  attach- 
ment has  been  laid  on  will  stand  postponed  till  after  the 
judgment  and  execution  on  the  attachment  be  obtained 
and  satisfied.  Should  there  be  several  attachments 
issuing  at  different  times,  and  some  of  them  come  to  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff  after  execution  and  some  before 
the  execution,  I  apprehend  the  inevitable  result  of 
holding  that  the  goods  once  taken  upon  an  attachment 
are  in  cuetodia  legis  is  that  all  the  attachment  creditors 
are  let  into  the  exclusion  of  the  execution  creditor. 

In  the  present  case  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
affirms  that  principle,  and  decides  the  case  upon  it  with 
just  this  difference,  that  it  is  applied  to  executions  where 
the  goods  happen  to  be  in  etistodia  legis  before  any 
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aitachmmt  has    issoed,  sad  the  simple  question  is,    1800. 
whether  the  principle  has  been  rightly  applied  or  not. 


As  we  see,  the  courts  have  held  upon  the  construction 
of  the  absconding  debtors'  acts,  that  attaching  creditors 
do  acquire  a  right  of  lien,  unless  in  certain  cases  provided 
for ;  so  on  the  other  hand,  as  observed  in  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below,  we  do  not  find  that  the  legislature 
has  proyided  for  a  case  of  this  kind,  but  it  has  been 
left  for  the  courts  to  say  how  the  rights  of  the  parties 
shall  be  dealt  with.  If  we  put  out  of  question  the 
attachments  interrening  between  the  first  execution  and 
Potter's  execution,  there  could  be  no  question  that  the 
seizure  upon  the  first  execution  would  enure  to  the 
benefit  of  Pottery  and  the  sheriff  in  that  case  would 
make  no  further  seizure  or  do  any  thing  more  than  he 
had  done  upon  the  first  execution.  Then,  when  an 
attachment  comes  into  his  hands  after  the  first  execution 
and  before  Potter'Sy  the  question  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  jvagoMnt 
it  7  The  act  of  parliament  declares  that  the  sheriff  shall 
forthwith  take  into  his  charge  and  keeping  all  the 
property,  credits  and  effects,  &c.,  of  the  absconding 
debtor.  How  can  he  take  them  into  his  custody  upon 
the  attachment  when  he  already  has  them  upon  an 
execution  ?  Suppose  the  goods  were  in  the  hands  of  the 
coroner  upon  a  writ  of  execution,  the  sheriff  upon  an 
attachment  could  not  seize  them,  nor  could  the  goods 
be  seized  by  a  coroner  upon  an  attachment  while  the 
sheriff  had  diem  upon  execution.  The  whole  argument 
in  favour  of  the  attaching  creditors  in  this  case  must 
rest  on  the  fact  of  all  the  different  writs  coming  to  the 
hands  of  the  one  and  the  same  officer,  and  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  property  seized  upon  the  execution 
was  liable  to  the  writ  of  attachment  the  moment  that  came 
to  the  sheriff's  hands  without  any  other  act  done.  No 
doubt  the  sheriff  might,  when  he  received  the  attachment, 
hare  gone  to  where  the  goods  were  and  laid  his  hands 
upon  them,  and  said  he  took  them  again  upon  the 
attachment,  but  to  say  that  he  should  have  done  so,  or 
46  VOL.  I. 
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1860.  that  he  oonld  then  take  thorn  legally  into  hia  oastody,  is 
to  ignore  the  principle  that  the  goods  at  that  very  time 
were  in  custody  of  the  sheriff  upon  a  totally  different 
species  of  process,  and  for  another  purpose.  What  the 
sheriff  is  bound  to  do,  and  how  his  acts  are  to  be 
interpreted,  I  consider  depends  upon  the  nature  of  the 
different  kinds  of  process  in  his  hands.  For  instance, 
when  he  makes  a  return  of  nuMa  bona  to  a  writ  against 
goods,  he  may  shew,  although  there  were  goods,  that 
they  were  applicable  to  some  other  demand,  and  not  to 
the  writ  which  he  has  so  returned.  So  here,  the  goods 
being  seized  upon  the  executions,  were  not  any  more  &p* 
plicable  to  the  writs  of  attachment  in  the  sheriff's  hands 
than  if  those  writs  had  been  in  some  other  person's  hands. 
A  very  important  distinction  between  writs  of  Ji.  fa. 
and  writs  of  attachment  is  to  be  borne  in  mind.  Writs 
of  Ji.  fa.  bind  the  goods  from  delivery  to  the  sheriff^ 
except  when  sale  made  in  market  overt,  and  goods 

JaOiBrnft.  in  cases  of  writs  of  attachment  are  not  bound  until  the 
attachment  be  laid  on  as  it  is  called.  In  this  case  when 
the  attachment  came  into  the  sherifi^s  hands  it  could  not 
be  laid  on  in  consequence  of  the  goods  being  in  custody 
upon  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.y  and  that  was  not  relieved  until 
another  writ  of  like  character  and  quality  came  in. 

I  put  out  of  question  the  circumstance  of  the  sheriff 
having  the  custody  of  the  goods,  or  the  possession  of 
the  writs,  and  treat  the  matter  in  this  way :  the  goods 
were  in  the  custody  of  the  law  upon  an  execution; 
while  in  that  custody  they  could  not  also  be  at  the  same 
time  in  custody,  upon  a  totally  different  kind  of  writ) 
and  for  another  purpose.  The  custody  upon  the  writ  of 
execution  had  not  ceased  when  another  exeoution  came 
in.  lit  could  be  established  that  the  custody  on  the 
writ  of  execution  had  ceased,  or  if  it  can  be  established 
that  one  custody  will  operate  for,  and  enure  to  the 
advantage  of  two  different  descriptions  of  process,  and 
that  the  lodging  of  the  writ  of  attachment  has  the  same 
operation  and  effect  ^s  that  of  lodging  a  writ  of  exeoutioAy 
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then  there  would  be  room  for  the  position  assumed  by    1880. 
the  attaching  creditors.    Bat  the  custody  upon  the  writs  ^"^CT' 
of  execution  continuing  until,  and  at,  and  after  the  time 
of  Patterns  execution  coming  in,  I  think  it  must  be 
satisfied  before  the  attachments  can  be  said  to  operate 
and  change  the  custody  of  the  property. 

The  effect  of  holding  that  the  coming  in  of  the 
attachment  changed  the  legal  custody,  or  that  it  created 
a  joint  custody  with  the  previous  writs  of  execution, 
would  be  to  deprive  Potter  of  all  benefit  of  his  fi.  fa,y 
for  in  such  case  the  writs  of  attachment  subsequent  to 
his  fi.  fa.  would  also  take  precedence  of  him.  Holding, 
as  the  court  below  has  held,  that  the\ custody  of  the 
goods  upon  execution  before  any  attachment  issued 
enured  for  the  benefit  of  subsequent  executions  so  long 
as  they  came  when  the  goods  were  still  in  that  custody, 
just  places  creditors  having  judgments  and  executions 
upon  an  equality  with  attaching  creditors:  that  is, 
whichever  class  of  creditors  can  first  step  in  and  obtain 
possession  of  the  goods,  the  possession  will  enure  to  the 
benefit  of  all  belonging  to  that  class  first  of  all. 

The  legislature,  by  preserving  the  priority  to  the 
creditor  who  may  have  commenced  bis  suit  and  served 
process  before  an  attachment  issued,  shews  that  the 
absconding  debtor's  creditors  were  not  all  to  be  placed 
upon  an  equal  footing.  In  any  other  case  an  attachment 
laid  on  would  take  precedence  of  an  execution  coming 
afterwards,  but  I  do  not  think  the  legislature  ever  meant 
to  exclude  a  creditor  who  has  a  judgment  from  taking 
out  an  execution  on  that  judgment  when  he  sees  the 
goods  are  already  in  custody  upon  previous  executions^ 
though  an  attachment  may  precede  his  execution.  If  he 
eould  not  take  his  execution,  then  he  must  resort  to  his 
attachment  with  the  others ;  but  it  appears  to  me,  that  so 
long  as  the  goods  are  in  the  custody  of  the  law  upon 
execotion,  and  that  custody  not  changed  to  one  under 
the  writ  of  attaehment,  bb  I  think  was  not  the  case  here^ 
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I860,  then  I  think  the  creditor  was  at  liberty  to  iasae  his 
execution  and  obtain  satisfaction  in  that  waj^  and  was 
not  compelled  to  resort  to  his  attachment. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  judgment  is  right. 

Spraggb,  V.  C. — The  sheriff  had  in*  his  hands,  first, 
several  writs  of  execution ;  next  in  order,  two  writs  of 
attachment,  next,  the  execution  in  question,  and  then  a 
number  of  writs  of  attachment.  The  priority  of  the  ji. 
foB.  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  before  the  first  two  attach- 
ments is  not  questioned ;  the  question  is,  between  the 
attachments  and  the  execution  of  Potter^  the  plaintiff  at 
law.  In  the  court  below  the  attachments  are  postponed, 
not  because  the  execution  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of 
section  21,  but  because  the  attachments  did  not  operate 
upon  the  goods  before  the  plaintiff 's  execution  was  in 
the  sheriff's  hands.  In  KinffsmiUr.  WarreneTj  upon 
appeal,  it  was  held  that  the  goods  did  not  become  in 
ctMtodia  legi%  bj  the  mere  placing  of  attachments  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff-^some  act  of  the  sheriff  was  held  to 
be  necessary — but  what  act  was  not  determined,  nor 
was  it  necessary.  I  have  referred  to  the  several  cases 
cited  by  Svc  Jame9  Mucaulay/in  relation  to  what* he 
considered  to  be  analagous  proceedings ;  I  do  not  find 
that  they  shew  what  course  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff 
to  take  upon  an  attachment,  but  I  take  it  to  have  been 
settled  in  KingBmill  v.  Warrenery  that  9ome  act  must  have 
been  done  by  the  sheriff  to  place  the  goods  in  his  cus- 
tody as  sheriff,  so  that  if  the  first  process  in  this  case  in 
the  sheriff's  hands  had  been  the  attachments,  and 
nothing  done  upon  them,  and  then  this  execution  had 
been  placed  in  the  sheriff 's  hands,  the  execution  must 
have  prevailed. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  fact  of  writs  of  fieri 
fadat  being  current  in  the  sheriff 's  hands  at  the  time  of 
his  receiving  the  attachments,  and  his  having  actually 
seized  the  goods  under  the  writs  of  ^./a.,  makes  any 
difference  7    By  the^delivery  of  these  writs  to  the  sheriff 
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it  is  veil  settled  that  the  goods  were  in  cuitodia  legit;    1800* 

and  I  think  it  is  also  well  settled  that  they  were  in  his       ^  ^' 

Ouion 
hands  to  answer  any  subsequent  writ  oijLf€L  that  might 

be  placed  there,  and  that  the  plaintiff 's)i  /a.  attached 
upon  them  when  placed  in  the  sheriff's  hands — ^by  the 
mere  act  of  the  writ  being  placed  there — they  were  in 
the  custody  of  the  law  to  answer  that  execution,  subject, 
certainly,  to  the  prior  executions — ^whether  subject  to 
these  attachments  may  be  questioned,  and  upon  that  the 
question  is,  whether  it  was  necessary  for  the  sheriff  by 
some  overt  act  to  ^'  take  "  the  goods,  in  the  words  of  the 
act,  "  into  his  charge  or  keeping."  They  were  already 
in  his  charge  for  some  purposes.  The  nature  of  the 
property  in  the  goods  after  deliyering  the  jE.  fa.  to  the 
sheriff  was  much  discussed  in  CHles  y.  Chover^  (a)  and 
again,  in  Woodland  v.  Fulkr.  (ft)  In  the  former  case, 
where  the  question  was  between  the  priority  of  an 
extent  in  aid,  and  a  writ  of  fi.  fa,^  Mr.  Justice  PaUeson 
observed :  ^'  The  Crown  has  a  right  to  say  that  the  sheriff  j« 
whilst  the  goods  are  in  his  hands  holds  them,  for  the 
benefit  of  any  one  who  may  hare  a  legal  charge  against 
them,  as  the  property  of  the  debtor."  The  language  of 
Mr.  Baron  Vaughan  upon  the  same  point  is :  **  That  the 
sheriff  is  invested  with  power  as  the  ministerial  oflElcer  of 
the  law  to  protect  the  property,  whilst  remaining  in  his 
custody,  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  may  be  entided  to 
it,  cannot  be  disputed."  Chief  Justice  Tindal  said:  '*  It 
would  be  a  better  definition  of  the  sheriff's  relation  to 
these  goods  to  say,  he  has  them  in  his  custody  under  a 
power  to  sell  them,  than  any  actual  interest  or  property 
in  them.  His  situation,  indeed,  cannot  be  better  de- 
fined than  by  saying  the  goods  are  in  etutodia  hgis^  a 
phrase  which  plainly  distinguishes  a  mere  custody  and 
guardianship  of  the  goods  from  a  charge  on  the  pro- 
perty." 

In  CHles  v.  Chrover  there  had  been  a  seizure  by  the 

(a)  9  Biiig.  (6)  11  A.  *  B.  869« 
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ISM.  sheriff.  In  Woodland  r.  FuUer^  only  a  delirery  of  Ae 
writ  to  the  sheriff;  and  I  apprehend  that  an  actual 
seizure  by  the  sheriff  does  not  at  all  change  the  position 
of  the  sheriff  in  relation  to  the  goods.  I  think  he  holds 
them  from  the  first  ^'  for  the  benefit  of  any  one  who  may 
have  a  legal  charge  against  them  as  the  property  of  the 
debtor."  I  am  nnable,  therefore,  to  assent  to  the  posi- 
tion of  his  Lordship  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common 
Pleas,  that  the  sheriff  could  not  attach  the  goods  at  any 
time  before  the  sale ;  nor  can  I  agree  in  the  reasons 
given,  ^*  because  at  the  time  of  the  receipt  (of  the  writs 
of  attachment)  and  until  the  sale  these  goods  were  bound 
by  the  executions  preriously  in  his  hands,  and  they  con- 
tinued so  bound  until  the  plaintiff's  jE.  fa.  was  delirered 
to  him  :"  and  '*  while  the  first  execution  remained  in  force 
they  prevented  the  application  of  the  attachments  on  the 
goods,  and  consequendy  suspended  their  operation." 

This  seems  to  assume  that  the  sheriff  baring  seized 
goods  under  a  fi,  fa.y  held  them  subject  only  to  other 
writs  of  the  like  nature ;  not  generally  to  answer  any 
legal  charge  against  them,  and  would  disable  the  sheriff 
4  from  making  an  actual  seizure  of  goods  under  writs  of 
attachment,  because  he  already  held  them  under  ^/tf« 
Now,  what  the  learned  judges  were  speaking  of  in  CHle9 
y.  Orover  was  not  of  another  writ  of  the  same,  but  of  a 
different  nature,  and  I  have  not  myself  seen  any  case  in 
which  it  has  been  held  that  goods  in  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff  are  held  by  him  only  to  answer  process  of  the 
same  nature,  and  I  confess  that  I  should  not  myself  have 
doubted,  but  for  this  passage  in  his  Lordship's  judgment, 
that  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  sherifi^  upon  these  writs 
of  attachment  coming  into  his  hands,  to  make  an  actual 
seizure  of  the  goods  under  the  attachment,  and  that  it 
was  his  duty  to  do  so,  if  doing  so  was  necessary  to  sab- 
ject  the  goods  to  the  attachments. 

Kow,  as  to  tbe  necessity  for  such  actual  seizure :  ia 
this  case  the  sheriff  had  actually  seized  these  goods  under 
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the  writs  of  jE.  /a. :  would  it  be  neceasarj  for  him  to  Beixe  1800. 
them  again  when  the  attachments  came  into  his  hands  7 
The  attachment  commands  him  to  ^^  attach,  seize  and 
safely  keep."  He  already  holds  them  to  answer  any 
leglftl  charge  npon  them ;  they  are  consequently  subject 
to  that  charge  as  soon  as  it  is  placed  in  the  sheriflTs 
hands,  and,  if  so,  it  mast  attach  by  the  fact  of  its 
reaching  the  sherijBT's  hands,  and  cannot,  as  it  appears 
to  me,  need  the  ceremony  of  a  re*seisare. 

Here,  as  it  appears,  an  actual  seizure  of  goods  had 
be^n  made  by  the  sheriff  under  the  writs  of  fi.  fa. ;  but 
if  this  had  not  been  the  case,  still  by  the  deliyery  of 
t^e  fi.  fa.  they  were  in  the  eye  of  the  law  in  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff,  and  were  held  by  him  subject  to 
answer  any  legal  charge.  It  is  true  that  if  the  process 
had  been  an  attachment  instead  of  a  ji.  fa,  some  act  of 
the  sheriff  would  have  been  necessary  in  order  to  the 
goods  becoming  in  his  custody,  which,  the  process  being  j^ 
Bfi.fa.^  has  not  been  necessary,  but  the  goods  are  in 
his  custody,  and  for  that  purpose,  without  that  act. 
Assuming  that  the  attachment  must  be  '^  laid  on,"  can 
it  not  be  laid  on  by  operation  of  law  ?  A  second 
attachment  after  seizure  upon  a  first  does  not,  I 
apprehend,  require  a  second  seizure  in  order  to  its 
binding  the  goods,  the  reason  being  that  they  are 
already  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff. 

I  ha?e  come  to  the  conclusion,  although  I  confess  not 
without  some  doubt,  that  upon  the  writs  of  attachment 
being  placed  in  the  sheriff's  hands,  they  attached  upon 
the  goods  ahready  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  under 
the  writs  of  fi.  fa.j  they  being  in  his  custody  to  answer 
not  only  the  exigency  of  those  particular  writs,  but  any 
legal  charge  against  them ;  a  writ  of  attachment  being 
such  legal  charge. 

It  seems  to  be  conceded  that  in  ordw  to  a  creditor 
bringing  himself  under  the  protection  of  the  Slst  section 
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1880.  of  the  aot  he  most  haye  commenced  his  suit  by  proceBS 
sued  out  and  served  upon  the  debtor.  In  this  ease 
jadgment  had  been  entered  np  more  than  a  year  before 
the  debtor  absconded,  and  the  creditor  was  in  a  position 
to  issue  execution  before  he  left.  To  bring  himself  with* 
in  the  2lBt  section,  it  would  have  been  necessary  for  him  to 
begin  again  by  issuing  and  serving  process.  This  he 
might  hare  done  more  than  a  year  after  he  had  recovered 
judgment.  It  seems  a  very  anomalous  position.  If  he 
had  issued  and  served  process,  and  then  taken  a  confession 
of  judgment,  he  would  have  been  protected.  The 
taking  out  process  really  does  little  or  nothing  towards 
protecting  bona  fide  creditors ;  and  besides,  all  judg- 
ments, however  recovered,  are  impeachable  at  their 
instance.  The  language  of  the  old  statute,  5  W.  IV., 
ch.  5,  was  much  more  explicit  than  it  is  in  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act.  It  provided  that  ^'any  person 
who  shall  have  commenced  a  suit  against  another  by 
process  bailable  or  non-bailable,  which  process  shall  have 
been  served  before  the  suing  out  of  any  attachment," 
&c.  The  language  in  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act 
is,  *^  Any  person  who  has  commenced  a  suit  in  any 
court  of  record  of  Upper  Canada,  the  process  wherein 
was  served  or  executed  before  the  suing  out  of  a  writ  of 
attachment,"  &c.  The  goods  being  in  cu9todia  legit 
under  the  attachment,  some  such  provision  has  been 
supposed  to  be  necessary,  in  order,  at  least,  to  displace 
pro  tantOf  or  in  toto  the  custody  of  the  sheriff;  under  the 
attachment  only  a  certain  class  of  creditors,  those  who 
sued  in  a  particular  way,  were  admitted.  This  was  clear 
under  5  W.  lY. ;  but  it  hardly  appears  so  clear  to  me 
under  the  later  act.  In  both  he  must  obtain  execution 
before  the  attaching  creditor ;  and  by  the  later  act  he 
must  have  commenced  his  suit  before  attachment  issued, 
and  have  proceedecf  so  far  as  to  serve  process.  It  does 
not,  as  in  the  former  act,  describe  the  class  as  those 
who  shall  have  commenced  suit  by  process  bailable  or 
non-bailable :  but  rather  makes  this  class,  those  who  shall 
have  commenced  suit,  the  process  being  only  referred  to 
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with  reference  to  the  stage  to  which  the  suit  shall  have  1860. 
tbached,  and  if  it  lias  reached  beyond  that  stage,  though 
hot  hf  that  coarse,  there  may  be  some  reason  in  asking 
if  the  legislature  could  have  intended  to  exclude  them ; 
and  did  not  father  m6an  to  provide  that  to  entitle  them 
to  the  benefit  of  the  suit  they  have  commenced,  they 
shall  have  proceeded  as  far  at  least  as  the  service  of 
process.  If  they  have  proceeded  further,  though  not 
by  service  of  process,  they  should  be  admissible,  it  being 
the  stage  reached^  not  tiie  course  of  reaching  it,  that 
WB0  iaten^d  to  be  provided  for. 

I  believCi  however,  this  is  not  the  interpretation  which 
bM  been  plit  upon  the  aet  by  the  common  law  judges, 
who  are  certainly  most  competent  to  read  it  aright ;  and 
1  should  be  slow  to  attach  weight  to  the  doubt  that 
oeoars  to  my  mind  in  opposition  to  their  opinion. 

Taking  it,  then,  that  Fatter  was  not  a  creditor  within 
the  exception  of  the  21st  section,  (upon  which  point  I 
do  not  press  my  individual  opinion,)  I  think,  though 
as  I  have  intimated,  with  some  doubt  and  hesitation, 
that  the  attachments  are  entitled  to  prevail. 

Per  curiam. — Appeal  diemieeed  with  easts. — [«SVr  J. 
jB.  BaHnsanj  C»  Jl,  MeLean^  J.^  and  Spragge^  V.  C.j 
diuenting.'] 
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1854. 

^— v-^  [^Before  the  Bon.  John  Beverley  BobinBon^  C.  tTl,  the  Hon, 
William  Hume  Blake,  Chancellor ,  The  Hon.  Jame% 
Buchanan  Macaulay,  C.  J.,  0.  P.,  The  Hon.  Mr. 
Justice  McLean,  The  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Draper,  The 
Hon.  Vice-Chancellor  Esten,  The  Hon.  Mr.  Juetiee 
Burns,  and  The  Hon.  Vice-chancellor  Spragge.] 

OH  AS  APPXiUi  nox  THE  GOVBT  07  COXICOV  PUAl. 

DixoK  y«  McLAuaHUN. 

Orantfrom  the  Crown— -MeUt  and  boimtU — Tntpau  qumn  dmuam 
fregiU 

The  Crown,  by  a  patent  in  1888,  granted  a  parcel  of  land  as  oont^mng 
70  acres,  being  tbe  easterly  half  of  lot  No.  80  in  the  7th  concession 
of  the  township  of  Albion ;  the  metes  and  bounds  being  given  •• 
commencing  at  the  sonth  east  angle  of  the  rear  or  east  half  of  the 
lot,  (such  point  being  known  and  undisputed,  and  the  Crown  at  tbe 
time  owning  all  the  land  in  that  concession  beyond  thatlot»)  thea  on 
a  course  north  45^45^  west  10  chains,  more  or  Usm,  to  the  allowance  for 
road  on  the  northern  boundary  of  the  township,  (which  was  also  well 
known  and  ascertained)  then  south  74^,  west  85  chains  60  links,  mors 
or  less,  to  the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  30  and  81 ;  then  south 
39°  80^  west  1  chain  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  centre  of  the  con- 
cession, &c. ;  and  in  the  year  1850,  another  grant  was  made  of  lot 
No.  81,  in  the  7ih  concession,  as  containing  84  acres,  without  any 
description  by  metes  and  bounds.  In  the  original  survey  of  tbetowa- 
ship  the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  80  and  81  hsd  never  been 
run  through,  or  any  posts  planted  on  the  rear  of  the  lots,  although 
posts  had  been  planted  at  the  front  angles,  and  by  prodnoing  the  line 
as  it  had  been  run  between  lots  80  and  81  in  the  6th  concession,  the 
distance  of  86  chains  and  50  links,  as  given  by  the  patent,  along  the 
allowance  for  road  on  the  northerly  side  of  tiie  township^  would  be 
materially  lessened.  Tbe  owner  of  lot  81,  treating  the  person  in 
possession  of  lot  80  as  a  trespasser,  in  respect  of  all  the  land  net 
included  within  such  limits,  brought  an  action  of  trespass  against 
him.  Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the 
grantee,  under  the  patent  of  1888,  in  the  absence  of  any  poet  to 
mark  the  allowance  for  road,  was  entitled  to  the  full  distance  of  86 
chains  and  60  links,  as  specified  in  the  grant,  without  any  reference 
to  the  posts  planted  at  the  front  angles  of  the  lot  [IfecaaiJay,  G.  J^ 
£tUn  and  Spragge^  V.  CC,  dissenting.] 

The  action  in  the  court  below  was  brought  bj  Me^ 
Laughlin  against  Dixon.  The  writ  had  been  issued  ou 
the  11th  of  NoFembery  1852,  and  the  declaration^  which 
was  filed  on  the  3rd  of  the  following  month,  stated  thai 
the  defendant,  on  the  11th  of  August,  1852,  and  on 
divers  days  and  times,  &;c.,  vi  et  armis,  broke  and  entered 
a  close  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  township  of  Albioni  called 
and  known  as  lot  No.  SI,  7th  concession  Albion. 
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The   pleas  were — ^Ist,  not  gmlty,  and  2nc[,  not  pos-  1854. 
Bessed — upon  which  the  plaintiff  joined  issue.  ^"niJ!^ 

T. 

VeLaogUin 

The  cause  was  tried  before  his  lordship  Mr.  Justice 
McLean^  at  the  Toronto  winter  assizes,  held  in  January, 
1853,  when  it  appeared  that  the  township  of  Albion  had 
been  laid  out,  on  the  original  survey,  into  concessions  and 
lots  with  double  fronts ;  the  concessions  beiug  numbered 
from  the  south  northwardly,  and  the  lots  numbered  from 
the  east  westwardly,  with  a  supposed  width  of  80  chains 
and  depth  of  66  chains  and  67  links ;  that  the  northerly 
aide  of  the  township  is  bounded  by  a  road  called  the 
Adjala  or  Tecumseth  road,  into  which  the  concession 
roads  of  the  township  of  Albion  run,  as  also  the  side  or 
division  roads  between  the  lots  bounded  by  such  roads, 
though  in  different  directions,  as  shewn  by  the  official 
plan  of  the  township  \^  that  the  Adjala  road  cuts  the  lotd 
bounded  thereby  not  at  right  angles  but  diagonally,  so 
that  the  highest  numbered  lots  in  Albion  abutting  thereon  gtatemmt 
are  broken  lots,  some  being  triangular  lots  and  others 
with  one  corner  cut  off,  so  as  to  form  angles  on  that  side 
of  the  lot  acute  or  obtuse,  and  not  corresponding  with 
the  opposite  angles  of  the  lot  which  are  right  angles ; 
that  the  highest  numbered  lot  in  the  6th  concession  is 
numbered  82,  the  highest  in  the  7th  concession  31,  and 
the  highest  in  the  8th  80 ;  that  No.  81,  in  the  6th  con- 
cession, and  also  No.  80,  in  the  7th  concession,  have 
each  angles  alike  at  three  of  the  comers,  with  the  north 
west  corner  cut  off  by  the  Adjala  road ;  that  No.  81,  in 
the  7th  concession,  (the  one  in  question,)  is  a  triangular 
lot,  according  to  the  government  plan,  bounded  on  one 
aide  by  the  allowance  for  road  between  the  6th  and  7th 
concessions,  on  another  side  by  an  allowance  for  road 
between  it  and  lot  No.  80,  and  on  the  third  side  by  the 
Adjala  road ;  that  original  posts  were  planted  to  mark 
llie  allowance  for  such  side  road  between  the  lots  Nos. 
80  and  81,  on  that  part  of  these  lots  which  faces  or  is 

*  8m  a  plaa  of  tliat  part  of  tke  townsldp  at  the  end  of  thia  report. 
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1864.  opposite  tke  6th  concession ;  also  at  tbe  Umii  l>etveen 
lots  29  and  80  on  the  same  front,  and  at  the  sootk  ^IUA^ 
or  easterly  angle  of  80,  in  the  7th  concession,  on  the 
front  facing  or  opposite  to  the  8th  concession ;  also  that 
posts  were  planted  at  the  points  where  the  limits  of  the 
several  concession  roads  intersected  the  Adjalanoad^^biil 
not  at  the  points  of  intersection  of  the  side  or  divtMion 
roads,  or  of  the  limits  between  lots ;  and  that  the  concash 
sion  roads  between  lots  29,  80  and  31,  in  the  6th  an4 
7th  concessions^  and  between  ISos*  29  and  SO  in  the  7th 
and  8th  concessions,  to  their  intersection  with  the  Adjala 
road,  are  nndispnted ;  that  these  concession  roads  there-* 
fore  marked  the  sonth.west  fronts  of  80  and  81  in  the  Tth 
concession,  the  imperfect  parallel  the  north  east  fr,0Dt  of 
No.  80,  7th  concession,  nntil  it  meets  the  Adjalaroad,  and 
the  Adjala  road  defines  the  diagonal  fronts  or  sidea^iC 
each  of  these  lots  (Nos.  30  and  31)  on  that  road ;  that.tbe 
distance  from  the  allowance  for  road  between  th«  said 
lots  Nos.  30  and  31,  in  the  7th  concession,  on  the  front 
which  faces  the  8th  concession  to  the  Adjalaroad  exceeds 
the  full  depth  of  half  a  concession  of  33  chains  SS^liakfl^ 
and  it  was  said  that  the  distance  from. the  same  point  to 
the  entrance  of  the  cqpcession  road,  between  the  6th  and 
7th  concessions,  into  the  A(\]ala  road,  exceeds  the  faU 
width  of  a  lot  of  80  chains ;  that  by  running  the  aidie 
lines  of  those  lots  from  those  points  or  angles  where;  posts 
had  been  planted,  parallel  to  the  course  of  the  side  line 
at  lot  No.  1,  the  centre  of  the  7(h  coaeeseion  vu^j  be 
accurately  ascertained,  but  that  lines  ran  fropa  tbe  two 
posts  placed  to  mark  the  front  angles  of  lot  No.  80,  at* 
the  lower  or  southerly  side  thereof,  will  not  meet  at  the 
centre  of  the  concession,  and  the  liM  traced  from  the 
corner  post  or  the  south  west  angle  of  the  lot  No.  30, 
facing  the  6th  concession,  will  be  nearer  lot  No.  1  of  that 
concession,  and  more  remote  firom  the  Adjala  road  thaa 
the  line  traced  from  the  corner  post  of  the  opfWMffte  4Hr. 
south  east  angle  of  the  said  lot  facing  the  8th  conceasion^ 
the  distance  between  the  points  where  they  aeverally 
intersect  the  oentre  of  the  ooncessiiHi,  being  b^tsieen  6 
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19^7  ehuns;  Uiat  Ae  line  or  Ikmts  of  tli«  side  road  VBMk. 
b^tweeftNo.  80  aud  81,  7th  coocession,  was  not  traoed  '^  -^ 
from  tbiB  westorly  side  of  tkeae  lots  through  to  the  Adjala  m^t^;;,^, 
road'  in  the  original  survej,  and  the  object  of  the  action 
iia&tO'deteiniiine  whether  the  allowance  for  road  between 
tbeae  lots,  from  the  6th  concession  front  to  the  centre 
^ne  of  the  7th  concession,  should  be  continued  through 
to  the  Adjala  road,  in  other,  words,  whether  the  allow- 
aace,  as  indicated  in  the  original  survey,  is  to  be  con- 
tinued on  the  same  line  parallel  to  the  line  of  lot  No.  1, 
through  the  whole  depth  of  these  lots,  until  it  intersects 
the  Adjala  road,  or  only  to  the  centre  line  of  the  conces- 
sion, and  in  that  event,  how.  the  allowance  for  road 
between  such  oentre  line  and  .the  Adjala  road  is  to  be 
deteraiined  in  consequence  of  what  is  called  the  jog 
paused  by  the  corner  posts  at  the  lower  or  southerly, 
angles  of  lot  Ko.  30,  not  being  opposite  upon  the. course. 
of  the  side  lines  of  the  concession. 

That  on  the  12th  October,  1838,  the  east  part  of  lot 
No*  30,  7th  concession  of  Albion,  (being  apparently  the 
tecadoe  of  the  lot  exclusive  of  a  full  west  half  lot,)  was 
granted  to  the  person  under  whoif  the  appellant  holds, 
and/described  in  the  government  patent  as  containing  70. 
acres,  oommenoing  where  a  post  has  been  planted  at  the 
easterly  angle  of  the  said  lot,  th^i  north  45^  45',  west 
10  chains,  more  or  less,  to  the  allowance  for  road  on  the 
northern  boundary  of  the  township,  then  south  74^  west» 
85  chains  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  allowance  for 
K€N4'between  lots  30  and  31,  then  south  89''  30'  west^  1 
chain  50  lioJks^  more  or  less,  to  the  centre  of  the  conees- 
SiMy  then  south  45^  45'  east,  80.  chains,  more  or  less,  to 
4»  sonthera  limit  of  the  said  lot,  then  north  S^""  30', 
^ast  88  chains  83^  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  place  of 
hegMUiii^;  that  lot  No.  31,  7th  concession  Albion, 
bavifig  been  sold  by  the  government  to  the  plaintiff  for 
£17,  wjas,  OB  the  27th  of  July,  1850,  granted  to  him  as 
ceict^ining  84  acres,  be  the  sacne  more  or  less,  without 
a^  qtifSH  de^iption,  and  the  trespasses  complaa^-of 
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1854.  are  upon  the  northerly  angle  of  this  lot  and  westerly  of 
the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  Nos.  80  and  81,  as 
laid  down  in  the  copy  of  the  government  plan  prodoced, 
from  the  posts  planted  at  the  front  angles  of  SO  and  81, 
facing  the  6th  concession,  and  as  contended  by  therespron- 
dent.  ]{ut  the  appellant  contends  that  the  hcus  in  quo^ 
by  reason  of  the  jog  already  mentioned,  was  included  in 
the  grant  of  land  and  forms  part  of  lot  No.  80,  in  which 
event  he  is  not  guilty  of  trespassing  upon  lot  No.  81,  and 
the  difficulty  was  to  decide  upon  the  true  boundaries  of 
and  between  these  lots,  upon  the  ground. 

In  the  first  place,  the  actual  possession  of  the  heu$  in 
quo  was  disputed  ;  in  the  second  place,  whether  it  com- 
posed part  of  lot  No.  31  was  contested.  With  respect  to 
the  possession,  there  was  a  struggle  between  the  parties, 
each  sowing  and  planting  grain,  potatoes,  &o.,  upon  the 
lams  in  quo,  and  each  attempting  to  reap  the  same.  A 
person  named  Davidson  had  erected  a  shanty  upon  a 
part  of  the  premises  several  years  before,  haying 
entered  as  he  said,  under  the  appellant,  before  the 
respondent  came  there,  and  from  the  contradictoiy 
nature  of  the  evidence,  so  far  as  the  case  turned 
upon  possession,  it  depended  upon  ownership.  Acta 
of  trespass  by  the  appellant  were  clearly  proved,  and 
whether  those  acts  were  upon  the  respondent's  posses- 
sion, depended  upon  whether  they  were  upon  any  part 
of  lot  No.  81. 

Then  as  to  boundaries  :  three  different  lines  were  ran 
by  different  surveyors,  namely,  Walsh,  Kelly  and  Prosser. 
According  to  Walsh,  or  Walsh  &  Dennison's  line,  the 
loeus  in  quo  was  clearly  a  part  of  lot  No.  31,  for  that 
line  merely  extended  the  allowance  for  road  between 
80  and  81,  from  the  6th  concession  road  on  the  course 
of  the  concession  line  through  to  the  Adjala  road. 
According  to  Kelly's  line,  the  principal  part,  if  not  all 
the  trespasses  complained  of,  would  be  upon  lot  No.  81^ 
for  that  line  appeared  to  hare  been  traced  firom  the 
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oentre  of  the  7th  concession  to  tlie  Adjala  road.  Com*  1864. 
menoing  at  the  distance  of  30  chains,  parallel  to  the  line 
of  the  concession  road,  from  the  point  where  a  line 
drawn  parallel  to  the  side  line,  from  the  post  at  the  S.  E. 
or  easterly  angle  of  lot  No.  80,  (t.e.,  from  the  place  of 
beginning  called  for  in  the  government  patent  for  that 
lot,)  meets  the  centre  of  the  concession,  Kelly's  line 
being,  of  conrse,  drawn  parallel  to  the  side  line  of  the 
eoDcession.  This  line  passed  either  through,  or  very 
nearly  through,  Davidson's  shanty,  in  front  or  rear ;  the 
evidence  tending  to  shew  that  it  was  in  the  rear,  rather 
than  in  the  front. 

According  to  Prober's  line,  the  loeu%  in  quo  was  all 
within  the  limits  of  No.  30,  owned  by  appellant,  and 
formed  no  part  of  No.  31.  Consequently,  adopting 
either  WaUh  or  Kelly's  line,  the  respondent  would  be 
entitled  to  recover,  but  adopting  Prosier  Sy  the  appellant 
would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict.  Prosser's  line  was 
ascertained  by  tracing  from  the  south  east  angle  of  No. 

80,  or  place  of  beginning,  according  to  the  patent,  thence 
to  the  Adjala  road,  on  the  course  of  the  allowance  for 
road  between  the  7th  and  8ch  concessions,  the  dis- 
tance being  14  chains,  instead  of  10,  as  called  for  by 
die  patent,  thence  along  the  southerly  side  of  the  Adjala 
road  85  chains,  50  links,  the  distance  (more  or  less) 
specified  in  the  patent,  thence  parallel  to  the  southerly, 
or  concession  line  8  chains,  67  links,  to  the  centre  of 
the  7th  concession,  the  patent  calling  for  1  chain  50  links, 
more  or  less,  from  the  Adjala  road  to  such  centre,  and  if 
the  line  along  the  Adjala  road  were  continued  in  a  westerly 
direction  Imtil  within  1  chain,  50  links  of  the  centre  of 
the  concession,  it  would  encroach  still  further  upon  lot 

81,  as  claimed  by  the  respondent,  and  give  the  appellant 
more  land  than  he  claimed  under  the  patent.  But  if  5 
chains,  50  links,  instead  of  1  chain,  50  links,  be  adopted, 
in  consequence  of  the  excess  of  4  chains  more  than  is 
called  for  from  the  place  of  beginning,  to  the  Adjala 
road,  the  length  of  the  line  along  the  Adjala  road 
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1«54.  tHlI  be  slKwtened  accordingly.  According  to  Pr^Mer'i 
surrey,  the  appellant  would  hare  77  acrea  in  No.  80, 
and  respondent  nearly  76;  his  patent  mentiotung  34 
acres,  and  the  respondent's  70  acres,  more  or  less, 
respectively.  If  TFobA's  line  tVBs  adopted,  the  appelkal 
would  be  reduced  to  66  acres  for  No.  30,  and  the  respon^ 
dent's  increased  to  81  (some  of  the  surveyors  said  8S,* 
and  upwards)  for  No.  81 ,  contrary  to  what  the  palents 
specify,  and  the  government  plan  indicates,  from  ih^ 
south-west  angle  to  the  north-west  angle  of  No.  80,  (in 
the  front  of  No.  80,  on  the  road  between  the  6th  and 
7th  concessions,)  and  to  the  allowance  for  road  between 
Nos.  80  and  81  is  84  chains,  88  links,  being  an  excess 
of  4  chains,  88  links,  according  to  the  width  attained 
for  the  front*  of  full  lots  throughout  the  township,  but 
there  are  what  are  called  jogs,  in  tracing  the  side  lines 
from  the  double  front  posts  to  the  centres  of  conces- 
sions, as  exhibited  by  the  plans  produced. 

The  difficulty  wa«,  upon  what  principle  or  data  the 
limit  between  lots  Nos.  80  and  81,  7th  concession,  in 
that  part  next  to  the  Adjala  road  was  to  be  determined. 

The  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  expressed  to 
the  jury  his  approbation  of  Prosser^a  line,  and  a  verdict 
was  rendered  for  the  defendant.    In  the  following  tMtt 

Mr.  Hallinan^  for  plaintiff,  obtained  a  rule  upon  ih« 
defendant,  to  shew  cause  why  such  verdict  should  not  be 
set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  be  had  with  costs  to  abide  the 
events  on  the  ground  of  the  reception  of  inadmiesible 
evidence  ;  for  misdirection,  and  on  grounds  disclosed  kl 
affidavits  filed  which,  upon  argument,  was  made  abscdnte. 

His  Lordship,  the  Chi<^f  Justice  of  the  Common  PleftS, 
stated,  however,  that  Mr.  Justice  SuUivan^  who  had 
heard  the  argument,  but  had  died  before  judgment  WM 
pronounced,  had  entertained  the  opinion  that  the  line 
as  ran  by  Proaaer  ought  to  govern. 
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From  this  judgment  tlie  defendant  appealed.  1864. 

Mr.  JSceles  and  Mr.  B.  CoopeVj  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  Hallinanj  for  respondent. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  action  was  brought  to  try  a 
question  of  boundary.  At  the  trial  before  McLean^  J., 
he  considered  that  upon  the  facts  proved  the  right  was 
with  the  defendant,  and  the  jury,  in  accordance  with  the 
opinion  which  he  expressed,'  found  their  verdict  for  the 
defendant.  The  plaintiif  moved  in  the  following  term 
for  a  new  trial.  It  was  argued  while  the  late  Mr. 
Justice  Sullivan  was  a  judge  of  that  court,  and  it  appears 
from  what  was  said  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  delivering  his  judgment,  that 
his  late  brother  Sullivan^  though  he  took  at  first  a  view 
unfavourable  to  the  verdict,  inclined  afterwards  to  the 
opinion  that*  the  case  had  been  rightly  disposed  of  at 
the  trial ;  and  that  the  survey  made  by  Mr.  Prossei'^ 
was  properly  treated  by  the  learned  judge  at  nisi  prius 
as  made  upon  a  more  correct  principle  than  either  of 
the  surveys  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relied. 

Before  judgment  was  given  upon  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  however,  Mr.  Justice  Sullivan  died,  and  the 
case  was  again  argued  in  order  to  give  to  the  parties  the 
advantage  of  having  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
BieJiardSj  who  had  succeeded  him.  After  taking  time 
for  consideration  the  court  gave  judgment,  ordering  a 
new  trial,  a  majority  of  the  court  not  agreeing  with  the 
view  of  the  case  which  had  been  taken  by  Mr.  Justice 
McLean^  to  which  view,  however,  that  learned  judge 
still  adhered.  This  judgment  has  been  appealed  from. 
The  case  turns  upon  a  legal  question  which  evidently 
leaves  room  for  doubt,  since  four  judges  who  heard  the 
point  argued  seem  to  have  been  equally  divided  in  opinion 
upon  it. 

The  parties  are  unfortunately  involved  in  an  expen- 
sive litigation  upon  rather  a  small  matter. 

48  VOL.  I. 
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The  defencUnt  holds  by  a  chain  of  title  deriyed  from 
the  Crown,  under  a  patent  issued  in  1838.  The  plain- 
tiff holds  under  a  patent  made  to  himself  in  1850. 

In  the  defendant's  patent,  which  is  the  elder  one,  and 
which  is  for  the  east  or  rear  part  of  lot  80,  in  the  7th 
concession  of  Albion,  the  quantity  of  land  is  expressed 
to  be  70  acres,  more  or  less.  According  to  the  boundaries 
which  he  contends  for,  the  area  of  his  land  will  be  about 
77  acres,  being  7  acres  more  than  the  Crown  professed 
to  grant  by  the  patent  under  which  he  claims.  If  the 
limit  between  this  part  of  lot  80  and  the  plaintiff 's  ad- 
joining lot  81  be  fixed  where  the  plaintiff  insists  it  should 
be  fixed,  the  area  of  the  defendant's  land  would  be 
reduced  to  66  acres,  being  4  acres  less  than  his  patent 
expresses. 

The  plaintiff's  patent  for  lot  81  calls  the  quantity  84 
acres,  for  which  he  paid  the  government  JC17,  but  if  the 
line  between  him  and  the  defendant  be  fixed  according 
to  the  surrey  which  he  seeks  in  this  action  to  establish, 
the  area  of  his  lot  would  then  be  88  acres  and  20  perches^ 
being  an  exceeds  of  49  acres  above  what  his  patent 
expresses.  If  the  boundary  between  him  and  the 
defendant  should  be  established  were  it  would  be  accord- 
ing to  the  survey  on  which  the  defendant  relies,  the 
plaintiff  would  still  have  nearly  76  acres^  being  42  acres 
more  than  his  patent  expresses,  and  more  than  he  paid 
for  to  the  government. 

It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  ia  not  a 
little  unreasonable  in  what  he  is  contending  for,  still  if 
the  law  is  with  him,  it  is  in  his  discretion  to  insist 
upon  it,  and  we  have  no  right  to  withhold  from  him 
any  portion  of  what  he  may  in  our  opinion  have  shewn 
himself  to  have  been  legally  entitled  to. 

When  I  speak  of  the  quantUies  of  land  expressed  to 
be  granted  by  the  respective  patents,  it  must  be  borne 
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ill  mind  that  those  quantities  are  stated  in  each  patent  1954< 
with  the  qualifying  words  "  more  or  less."  This  shews 
want  of  certainty  at  the  time  of  making  the  grants  as  to 
what  the  exact  area  of  each  tract  might  be  found  to  be, 
as  laid  out  upon  the  ground ;  and  this  in  most  cases 
where  the  variance  turns  out  to  be  small,  makes  the  fact 
of  rarianee  of  little  weight  as  an  argument  on  one  side 
or  the  other.  When  the  variance  is  so  remarkable  and  so 
striking,  however,  as  it  would  be  in  the  present  case  if 
the  plaintiff's  claim  should  be  upheld,  it  does  seem  to 
aflbrd  strong  ground  for  inferring  that  what  is  contended 
for  in  any  such  case  must  be  inconsistent  with  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Crown  in  making  the  grant,  and  this  should 
make  us  apprehend  that  the  claim  is  grounded  on  a 
fallacy,  and  that  something  is  assumed  as  a  foundation 
for  the  construction  insisted  upon.  Which  cannot  be 
reconciled  with  the  original  plan  of  survey. 

Tet  we  have  seen  instances,  and  those  Hot  a  few,  in 
Which  the  undeniable  application  of  legal  principles,  and 
of  the  provisions  of  our  provincial  statutes  which  have 
been  passed  for  settling  these  disputes,  has  driven  the 
court  to  a  decision  very  much  at  variance  with  what  has 
seemed  to  have  been  the  understanding  and  intention  of 
the  government  in  making  the  grant.  The  provincial 
statutes  to  which  I  refer  are  excellent,  I  think,  in  their 
intention,  and  have  been  framed  with  judgment  in  a  true 
spirit  of  equity,  but  like  all  other  general  rules,  they 
will  occasionally,  in  their  application,  produce  hard 
cases.  I  mention  this  only  to  shew  that  the  effect  which 
a  decision  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  must  have  in  so 
unreasonably  increasing  his  quantity  of  land,  cannot  be 
taken  as  sufficient  to  prove  his  claim  unfounded,  though 
it  may  well  suggest  a  strong  doubt  that  on  close  exami^ 
nation  it  will  be  found  to  be  so. 

The  8tth  and  44th  clauses  of  out  last  statute  fcfr 
adjusting  disputes  in  regard  to  boundaries,  (12  Vic,  cb. 
86,)  shews  very  clearly,  that  where  townships  have  been 
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1854.  survejed,  as  the  township  of  Albion  was,  with  double  fronts 
^'^"^^v''^  to  each  concession ;  that  is,  with  a  range  of  posts  to 
^ ,  ▼•  „  mark  the  limits  of  lots  in  the  rear  of  the  concession  as 

McLaaghlin. 

well  as  in  the  front,  that  shall  be  assumed  to  have  been 
done  with  the  intention  of  issuing  patents  for  the  front 
halves  and  rear  halves  separately  to  different  grantees, 
as  if  they  were  distinct  lots,  and  as  the  posts  planted 
with  this  view  along  the  rear  of  the  lot  in  each  conces- 
sion will  in  such  cases  mark  the  front  of  the  rear  half, 
and  will  be  taken  to  define  the  limits  of  the  half  lots  by 
those  who  settle  upon  them,  the  legislature  have  thought 
it  right  to  make  express  provision  in  such  cases  for  secur- 
ing the  patentees  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  land  between 
the  posts  planted  to  mark  the  front  angles  of  each  rear 
half  lot ;  and  they  have  done  this  by  providing  in  effect 
that  the  front  halves  and  rear  halves  shall  be  treated,  as 
if  laid  out  separately  like  distinct  concessions,  so  that 
the  limits  of  the  rear  half  lots  shall  not  be  subject  to  be 
Jndigm«it«  controlled  by  side-lines  drawn  from  the  posts  set  to  mark 
the  front  halves  of  the  same  lots  nor  visa  versa^  bat  in 
ascertaining  the  limits  between  any  two  lots  in  either 
range,  the  range  of  front  halves  and  the  range  of  rear 
halves  are  to  be  surveyed  and  dealt  with  separately,  as 
being  independent  of  each  other,  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  several  concessions  are. 

Then  bearing  this  in  mind,  we  are  to  take  up  the 
defendant's  patent,  which  is  the  elder  one ;  and  we  see 
that  the  Crown  granted  to  the  person  from  whom  he 
traces  his  title,  the  rear  or  east  half  of  lot  80,  in  the  7th 
concession,  supposed  to  contain  about  70  acres,  describing 
it  by  metes  and  bounds,  the  Grown  at  that  time  owning 
whatever  land  remained  in  that  concession  beyond  this 
lot  30,  and  therefore  being  at  liberty  to  convey  to  the 
grantee  what  it  pleased,  without  danger  of  interfering 
with  any  one  as  the  owner  at  that  time  of  lot  81. 
The  description  commences  at  the  south  east  angle  of 
the  rear  or  east  half  of  lot  30,  which  angle  is  admitted 
to  be  known  and  undisputed,  so  that  we  have  the  advan- 
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tage  of  a  certain  fixed  starting  point :  then  we  are  to  go  1854. 
on  a  certain  course  10  chains,  more  or  lesSy  till  we  reach 
the  town  line  of  Adjala :  there  again  we  have  a  certain  ^ 
point  to  go  tO|  for  the  position  of  the  town  line  of 
Adjala  is  known  and  undisputed,  having  been  actually 
laid  out  in  the  original  survey,  and  been  since  opened, 
and  having  posts  placed  along  it  wherever  the  several, 
concession  lines  of  Albion  intersected  it. 

The  distance  turns  out  to  be  14  chains,  instead  of 
10  as  expressed  in  the  patent;  but  that  occasions  no 
difficulty,  for  the  distance  is  not  given  as  an  absolute 
one,  and  we  are  to  proceed  in  the  course  named  till  the 
town  line  is  reached.  The  great  difference,  however^ 
between  the  actual  distance  from  the  post  planted  by 
the  surveyor  and  the  town  line,  shews  that  the  govern- 
ment either  from  the  plan  returned  by  the  surveyor  not 
corresponding  with  the  work  on  the  ground,  or  for  some 
other  cause,  seem  not  to  have  had  the  means  before  jodcngnt. 
them  of  giving  a  precise  and  accurate  description. 

So  far,  however,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  carrying  out 
the  description  that  was  given.  The  whole  occasion  for 
doubt  arises  from  the  next  boundary  line,  which  is  to 
run  *^  South,  74^  west,  along  the  Adjala  line,  85  chains 
60  KnkSy  more  or  less,  to  the  allowance  for  road  between 
lote  80  and  31;"  thence  the  description  proceeds  south, 
89^  west,  1  chain  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  centre 
of  the  concession,  thence  along  the  centre  line  of  the 
concession  to  the  southern  limit  of  the  lot,  and 
thence  to  the  place  of  beginning.  I  have  gone 
through  the  whole  description  in  order  to  place  in  view 
the  doubt  that  arises  upon  the  extent  of  the  line  along 
the  Adjala  road,  and  to  shew  how  it  applies.  Now 
returning  to  the  last  established  point,  we  are  to  go 
along  the  Adjala  town  line  85  chains  and  50  links,  more 
or  less,  to  the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  80  and 
81.  The  defendant  says,  and  says  truly,  there  is  no 
allowance  for  road  marked  out  and  visible  on  the  ground, 
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1854.  between  lot  81  and  the  rear  half  of  lot  80.  If  jon  could 
shew  me  such  an  allowance,  I  should  hare  a  right  to  go 
there  and  could  go  no  farther  along  the  town  line, 
whether  the  distance  should  be  more  or  less  than  85 
chains  and  50  links.  It  is  admitted  that  no  allowance 
for  road  between  the  rear  half  of  lots  30  and  81  was 
marked  out  on  the  ground  in  the  original  sur^e j,  or  had 
any  posts  set  to  mark  its  position  either  upon  the  centre 
line  of  the  concession,  or  upon  the  Adjala  town  line. 

We  hare  abundant  means  of  knowing,  judicially  and 
otherwise^  that  this  is  not  expected  to  be  done  in  any 
snch  survey,  except  where  the  allowance  for  road  along 
such  rear  half  would  terminate  upon  a  concession  line  in 
rear,  and  then  the  road  would  be  marked  by  the  posts 
which  would  be  set  on  such  concession  line  to  mark  the 
angles  of  the  lot  on  each  side  of  it. 

The  division  line  between  the  rear  halves  of  lots  30  and 
81  happening  to  terminate  at  the  northern  front  of  this 
range  of  half  lots,  and  not  upon  any  concession  line,  but 
upon  the  external  boundary  of  another  township  which 
it  strikes  obliquely,  no  post  was  planted  in  the  ori^al 
survey  to  mark  the  intersection  of  either  lot  with  the 
Adjala  town  line.  If  there  had  been  such  posts,  they 
would  hare  served  to  mark  the  allomknce  for  road 
between  the  two  lots,  as  well  as  the  angles  of  the  lots 
themselves,  and  the  present  dispute  would  not  have 
arisen. 

The  plaintiff  does  not  deny  the  fact  that  no  side  road 
between  the  rear  half  of  lot  30  and  lot  31,  or  allowance 
for  such  side  road,  is  to  be  found  either  in  use  or  marked 
out  upon  the  ground,  nor  has  he  endeavoured  to  prove 
that  any  such  road  allowance  was  actually  run  out,  or 
its  position  in  any  way  marked  out  in  the  original  survey, 
or  by  any  public  authority  before  the  patent  issued.  But 
he  insists,  that  as  none  such  can  be  traced  as  laid  out  by 
authority  between  the  east  or  rear  half  of  lot  80  and  the 
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adjoining  lot,  we  must  be  guided  by  the  allowftnce  for    1864. 
road  that  was  laid  out  between  the  west  or  front  halves 
of  lots  80  and  31  in  the  same  ooncession,  and  that  we  ^ 
ibust  produce  that  allowance  northerly  to  the  town  line 
of  Adjala,  and  adopt  that  as  the  road  allowance  between 
the  rear  half  of  lot  80  and  the  adjoining  lot. 

We  cannot  do  that,  I  think,  because  it  would  be  in 
direct  opposition  to  the  37th  clause  of  the  Survey  Act, 
which  was  framed  to  meet  such  cases,  and  it  would  in 
fact  produce,  in  this  instance,  the  very  injustice  which 
that  enactment  was  intended  to  prevent.  The  two 
ranges  of  half  lots  having  been  run,  and  the  lots  posted 
independently  along  each  end  of  the  7th  concession,  it 
has  happened  in  this  case,  as  in  all  others  where  a 
survey  has  been  conducted  on  this  plan,  that  line's  drawn 
from  the  angles  of  the  lots  on  each  end  towards  the 
centre,  will  not  meet  exactly  at  the  centre  as  they 
ought  to  do.  Inequalities  of  the  ground,  and  other  jodgnnt 
natural  obstacles,  and  sometimes  the  carelessness  of  chain 
bearers,  or  peculiar  local  attraction  of  the  compass,  will 
sometimes  produce  great  differences,  and  there  will  never 
be  an  exact  ooincidence,  but  always  more  or  less  of  a  jog  or 
shoulder  in  the  centre  line  where  the  lines  ought  to  meet. 
That  is  the  case,  we  see,  in  regard  to  this  concession. 
The  part  of  lot  30  which  is  west  of  the  centre  line 
has  been  laid  out  on  the  ground  some  6  chains  and  more 
further  south  than  the  part  east  of  the  centre  line.  If 
the  southern  side  line  of  the  west  half  of  lot  30  were  to 
be  protracted  to  the  town  line  of  Adjala,  it  would  cut 
off  a  large  portion  of  the  rear  of  lot  29  and  throw  it 
into  lot  30,  but  it  is  quite  clear  that  cannot  be  done. 
The  defendant  can  obtain  no  indemnity  on  that  side  for 
the  6  chains  he  will  lose  on  the  northern  side  of  his  tract,  if 
he  is  to  be  bounded  by  the  allowance  for  road,  being  pro- 
duced contrary  to  the  statute,  from  one  front  of  the  conces- 
sion to  the  other.  The  plaintiff,  I  think,  attaches  a  wrong 
meaning,  and  gives  in  consequence  an  undue  importance  to 
the  reference  which  is  made  to  this  part  of  the  description, 
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1854,  <<  the  aUowaneefor  road  between  lots  30  and  81."  I  do 
not  look  upon  those  vrords  as  intended  to  refer  to  any 
thing  that  would  be  certainly  found  upon  the  ground, 
and  that  would  therefore  serve  as  a  guide  to  shew  the 
breadth  of  the  lot.  They  were  merely  inserted  to  shew 
that  the  allowance  for  road  was  intended  to  be  excluded 
from  the  patent,  and  therefore  that  this  line  along  the 
town  line  of  Adjala  was  not  to  be  carried  full  up  to  the 
side  line  of  lot  81,  but  that  a  chain  was  to  be  allowed 
between  the  lots  for  a  road. 

We  are  not  to  look  for  this  allowance  for  road  in 
order  that  we  may  find  where  the  lots  are;  but  we  are 
first  to  find  the  angle  of  either  of  the  late,  and  then  we 
shall  know  where  the  road  is  to  run. 

In  most  townships  an  allowance  for  roads  between 
lots,  by  which  people  may  pass  from  one  concession  to 
another,  is  made  only  along  every  fifth  lot,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  copy  of  the  government  plan  produced  in 
evidence,  that  is  the  case  in  this  township.  It  happens 
that  one  of  these  allowances  falls  between  the  lots  80  and 
81,  and  it  is  noticed  in  the  description,  in  order  that  it 
might  be  seen  that  the  government  were  not  including 
the  road  in  their  grant,  and  that  the  grantee  may  carry 
his  line  to  the  road  allowance  only,  and  not  across  it. 
If  there  had  happened  to  be  no  allowance  between  these 
two  lots,  then  the  boundary  line  which  gives  rise  to  this 
law  suit  would  no  doubt  have  been  described  thus: 
^Uhen  south  74%  west  along  the  Adjula  line  86  chains, 
50  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  limits  between  lots  80  and 
81,  and  the  question  would  have  been,  how  to  find  that 
limit,  which  appears  to  me  to  be  in  effect  the  same  ques- 
tion that  is  before  us  now,  and  it  could  not,  I  think, 
have  been  solved  by  producing  the  division  line  between 
the  front  or  west  halves  of  80  and  31,  for  that  would 
have  been  contrary  to  the  principle  established  by  the 
2Tth  clause  of  the  statute  12  Vic,  chsp.  85.  If  we 
could  not  have  fixed  upon  the  limit  between  the  lots  in 
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the  rear  hj  this  process,  neither  can  we  determine  1864. 
in  that  manner  the  position  of  the  allowance  for 
road,  for  the  latter  is  a  mere  accessor j  to  the  former,  ^ 
and  dependent  upon  it.  It  is  as  if  the  description  bad 
ran  thus :  **  then  south  74^  west,  along  the  Adjala  town 
line  85  chains,  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  within  one 
chain  of  the  limit  between  lots  80  and  81,  being  the 
allowance  for  road,"  or,  as  we  have  seen  in  some 
patents,  "  to  the  limit  between  lots  80  and  81,  leaving 
ont  the  allowance  for  road 

Then  comes  the  question,  if  we  are  not  permitted  to 
fix  the  boundary  line  between  80  and  81  in  rear,  by 
producing  the  allowance  for  road  at  the  front  of  the  con- 
cession, how  are  we  to  ascertain  it  ?    And  here  I  feel 
the  full  force  of  the  diflGiculty  which  has  been  stated  by 
some  of  my  learned  brothers,  that  there  is  a  want  of  any 
thing  definite  and  precise  throughout  the  description ; 
after  reaching  the  Adjala  town  line,  we  are  told  to  jadgamt 
go  35  chains  50  Unks,  mare  or  lesSy  to  an  allowance  for 
road,  which  the  government  may  have  supposed  had  been 
laid  out,  and  would  be  found  marked  upon  the  ground, 
but  no  such  allowance  is  to  be  found  there,  and  thus 
the  distance  is  rendered  vague  and  uncertain  by  the  line 
being  appointed  to  terminate  at  something  which  cannot 
be  pointed  out.    There  is  some  appearance  at  first  sight 
of  a  tendency  in  the  next  expressed  boundary  to  render 
this  last  definite  and  certain,  then  south  89^  west,  1 
chain  50  links  more  or  lesSj  to  the  centre  of  the  conces- 
sion, but  then  again,  the  value  of  the  expressed  distance 
of  1  chain  and  50  links,  as  a  means  of  solving  the  diffi- 
culty, is  destroyed  by  the  introduction  of  the  words  more 
or  kee.  If  the  distance  had  been  given  in  absolute  terms, 
then  we  should  have  known  that  the  previous  boundary 
was  required  to  be  carried  westerly  along  the  Adjala  line 
till  we  came  to  a  point  distant  1  chain  and  50  links  from 
the  centre  of  the  concession,  and  that  would  have  been 
a  direction  easily  followed ;  but  the  qualification  of  ^^  more 
or  less  "  shews  that  there  was  an  uncertainty  as  to  what 
49  VOL,  I. 
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1864.  might  be  the  difltanoe  between  the  Adjala  loirn  liae  and 
the  centre  of  the  concession  at  the  point  where  we  4re  td 
leaye  the  town  line,  inasmuch  as  the  length  of  the  bomidary 
along  the  town  line  had  not  been  absolutely  stated* 
The  western  angle  of  80,  not  being  marked  by  any 
monument  planted  on  the  town  line  in  the  originid  Burvej^ 
there  is  nothing  there,  and  certainly  aothing  in  the  centre 
line  of  the  concession,  to  shew  us  wh^e  the  allowance 
along  the  rear  side  line  of  30  is  to  be,  so  that  in  effect 
we  are  told  to  go  along  the  town  line  as  f «r  as  may  be 
necessary  to  reach  an  undefined  and  unknown  point, 
which  will  be  found  to  be  at  an  undefined  and  unknown 
distance  from  the  centre  line  of  the  concession. 

But  taking  this  to  be  literally  so,  and  admitting  A» 
objection  of  vagueness  and  uncertainty  to  apply  with  aa 
much  force  as  possible,  even  so  as  to  compel  ub  to  giva 
up  in  despair  the  attempt  to  fix  the  limit  between  the  two 
lots,  that  would  certainly  not  be  decisive  in  the  plaoi- 
tiff 's  favour.  His  later  patent  for  31  gives  no  detoriptioft 
of  that  lot,  but  merely  calls  it  by  its  name^  and  in  eSeot 
makes  its  boundary  to  depend  upon  the  limits  of  lot  SO, 
which  the  Crown  had  previously  granted,  and  when  we 
see  that  this  patent  assumes  to  convey  only  about  84  acres 
to  the  plaintiff  as  the  extent  of  his  lot  81,  he  is  bomid  to 
shew  something  more  than  that  the  limit  of  lot  80  is 
uncertain,  before  he  can  call  upon  a  jury  to  dispossess  the 
owner  of  that  lot  of  any  land  in  order  to  swell  tke 
contents  of  the  plaintiff's  lot  from  84  to  88  acres* 
So  long  as  we  cannot  tell  with  precision  where  tbe 
northern  limit  of  80  is,  we  ciuanot  pronounce  how  Cm:  the 
southern  limit  of  31  should  be  carried,  and  tiie  benefit  «f 
any  doubt  ought  surely  not  to  be  given  to  the  one  who 
already  occupies  more  than  twice  die  qvamtily  of  land 
thi^  he  had  reason  to  expect  was  compreiie&ded  in  his 
{wtent. 

The  plaintiff,  however,  does  ask  to  have  a  certsdn  fr<h 
oeto  Implied  which^  if  it  can  be  admitted)  would  ftc  tbe 
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diTiBion  line  witli  precision.     He  insists  on  having  the    1S54. 
allowance  for  road  carried  through  from  the  front,  and  *^ 
that  the  defendant  shall  be  compelled  to  abide  by  that,  ^^^;;v^^^ 
altliongh  from  his  southern  side  line  not  tallying  with  the 
side  line  of  the  front  half  of  lot  30,  he  would  lose  six 
chains  in  width  along  his  whole  tract  by  being  made  to 
range  with  the  front  of  lot  30  on  one  side,  while  he  is  not 
allowed  to  range  with  it  on  the  other.     If  this  be  the 
law,  we  must  admit  it  to  be  a  hard  law ;  but  I  do  not 
thank  that  the  defendant  can  be  placed  in  that  unequal 
position  consistently  with  the  spirit  or  letter  of  the  sur- 
vey act 

What  the  plaintiff  seems  chiefly  to  rest  upon  for  sup. 
porting  his  claim  is,  that  inasmuch  as  only  one  angle  of 
the  rear  half  of  lot  80  was  marked  by  a  monument  on 
the  concession  line,  and  no  monument  was  placed  to  mark 
the  western  angle,  nor  any  monument  was  placed  at  the 
north  east  angle  upon  the  concession  line,  it  cannot  be 
said  lh»t  this  concession  was  surveyed  (in  the  words  of 
the  87th  clause)  with  double  fronts,  because  so  far  at 
least  as  this  part  of  the  concession  is  concerned,  posts 
were  not  planted  on  both  sides  of  the  allowance  for  road 
tft  -each  end  of  the  concession,  and  so  there  are  not  posts 
at  the  rear  end  of  lot  80 ;  that  is,  not  a  post  at  each  angle 
from  whence  lines  can  be  drawn  to  the  centre  of  the  con- 
cession to  form  its  limits  on  both  sides.  No  doubt  that 
is  true,  because  the  8th  concession  line,  near  the  centre 
of  lot  80,  is  merged  in  the  township  line,  and  the  8th 
concession  runs  out  and  ends  there,  and  there  would  be 
no  further  posting  along  that  concession. 

Bat  it  is  not  the  lees  true  that  the  8th  concession  was 
nm  with  a  double  front,  and  that  posts  were  planted  at 
both  sides  of  these  allowances  for  road  between  the  7th 
and  8th  concessions,  and  at  both  ends  of  these  allowances 
irhere  they' reached  from  one  concession  to  the  other. 

This  lot  80  WAS  not  in  fact  an  exception,  beoanso 
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1854.    there   was  not   and   could  not  be    any  allowance  for 
^"^y^^  road  leading   across   from   the  8th  concession  to  the 

Dixon  ° 

centre  between  lots  80  and  81,  the  concession  haying 
terminated  near  the  middle  of  lot  30.  Should  it  then 
follow  that  this  lot  30  is  taken  wholly  oat  of  the 
operation  of  the  37th  clanse,  not  because  it  was  not 
a  concession  sarveyed  with  double  fronts,  (becauso 
unquestionably  it  was,  so  far  as  it  was  possible  in  the 
nature  of  things,)  nor  because  this  allowance  for  road 
was  not  marked  at  the  rear  of  the  8th  concession  as  well 
as  the  front,  because  the  surveyor  who  had  laid  oat 
Albion  had  done  with  the  8th  concession  and  had 
finished  his  survey  in  that  direction,  before  he  had 
reached  or  could  reach  any  such  allowance  for  road.  It 
is  quite  true  that  it  has  followed  as  a  consequence,  it 
seems,  that  no  post  or  posts  have  ever  been  planted  to 
mark  the  limit  to  the  westward  of  the  rear  of  lot  80,  or 
the  termination  to  the  northward  of  the  allowance  for  road. 
And  this  being  so,  the  defendant  argues  that  we 
cannot  treat  the  eighth  as  a  double-fronted  concession 
any  further  than  the  south  side  of  this  lot  30.  It  is 
true  the  37th  clause  cannot  be  literally  carried  out  so  as 
to  find  the  northern  side  line  of  the  rear  half,  by  running 
down  a  line  from  an  original  post  on  the  north  side  to 
the  centre  of  the  concession,  because  there  has  never 
been  any  post  planted  there.  But  I  do  not  think  it 
follows  from  thence,  that  the  front  and  the  rear  range 
of  lots  in  the  8th  concession  are  not  to  be  treated 
through  its  whole  length  irrespective  of  each  other,  or 
that  being  so  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendant  when  the 
survey  has  placed  his  portion  of  lot  30,  six  chains  and 
more  to  the  south  of  the  front  half  of  that  lot,  he  can  be 
controlled  by  the  post  placed  on  the  north  side  of  lot  80 
in  front,  and  thus  prevented  from  gaining  on  the  oue 
side  what  he  has  lost  on  the  other. 

The  principle  of  double  fronts  must  apply  throughout 
the  concession,  as  it  seems  to  me,  or  not  at  all ;  I  mean 
it  cannot  be  carried  through  in  regard  to  all  the  lots  but 
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the  last ;  and  then  because  no  post  is  to  be  found  at  one  1864. 
of  the  rear  angles  of  the  last  lot — the  old  principle  of 
the  front  angles  on  a  concession  governing  throughout, 
be  adopted  in  its  place.  This  could  hardly  fail  to  be 
unjust  in  its  operation  generally,  as  it  certainly  would 
be  in  the  present  case ;  and  the  legislature  could  never, 
I  believe,  have  intended  it.  The  negative  effect  of  their 
act  still  continues,  I  think,  that  you  shall  not  take  the 
front  posts  of  the  whole  lots,  because  where  that  was 
not  the  case,  the  front  posts  ought  not  in  reason  to 
govern  through  the  whole  extent. 

It  is  only  by  having  the  survey  of  Walsh  confirmed, 
which  was  made  upon  the  principle  of  producing  the 
allowance  for  road  from  the  front,  in  order  to  govern  the 
limit  of  lot  30  in  the  rear,  that  the  plaintiff  can  expect 
to  succeed,  for  the  other  surveys  made  upon  the  idea  of 
an  equitable  compromise  were  not  capable  of  being  sus- 
tained either  under  the  statute  or  the  language  of  the 
patent. 

Mr.  Wabh  seems  not  to  have  had  entire  confidence  in 
his  method  of  bounding  the  defendant's  lot,  for  he  admits 
that  while  he  made  his  survey  at  the  plaintiff's  request, 
before  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  his  grant,  in  order  to 
shew  him  what  land  would  come  under  the  descriptiou 
of  lot  31,  in  case  he  should  make  the  purchase  from  the 
government,  yet  he  recommended  him  not  to  pay  for 
that  part  of  the  land  now  in  question,  which  would  be 
cut  off  by  producing  the  allowance  for  road  from  the 
front ;  and  Mr.  Wahh,  when  questioned,  seems  not  to 
deny  that  when  he  first  saw  the  defendant's  patent,  he 
told  him  if  he  had  been  aware  of  its  terms  before  he 
made  his  survey,  he  would  have  run  his  lines  differently. 

It  is  quite  natural  for  the  plaintiff  to  ask  how  the 
northern  boundary  of  the  rear  front  of  lot  30  is  to  be 
determined,  if  no  allowance  for  road  was  ever  laid  down 
between  it  and  31  in  the  rear  half  of  the  conces8ion,[and 
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18M«  if  no  ftttention  is  to  be  paid  to  the  position  of  the  road 
aUowanee  in  front.  The  question  may  be  one  difficnlt  to 
answer,  and  it  is  evident  that  the  sorvejors  were  all  per- 
plexed by  it,  bat  it  mnst  be  recollected  that  the  plaintiff 
wonld  not  prove  his  case  if  he  should  merely  shew  ih$X 
there  is  an  insupwable  difficulty  in  fixing  upon  the  trae 
boundary  between  him  and  his  neighbour — he  must 
estaUish  more  than  that  to  enable  him  to  dispossess  the 
defendant.  Already  the  plaintiff  has  more  than  double 
the  quantity  of  land  that  the  government  processed  to  sell 
to  him,  and  before  he  oan  increase  the  excess  at  the 
expense  of  the  defendant,  he  must  shew  conclusively 
where  the  true  boundary  is  between  hie  land  and  the 
defendant,  and  must  shew  that  the  defendant  has  gone 
beyond  it.  He  does  not  shew  this,  I  think,  when  he  in- 
sists upon  those  words  of  the  patent,  *^  to  the  allowance 
for  road  between  the  said  lots  80  and  81,"  as  being  the 
only  words  that  can  be  of  use  in  determining  the  ques- 
tion, because  there  is  no  such  allowance  in  the  rear,  of 
which  the  position  can  be  pointed  out,  and  the  allowance 
between  the  lots  in  the  front  range  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  question.  If,  however,  the  learned  judge  who 
presided  at  the  trial  was  right  in  his  opinion  upon  tins 
point,  as  I  think  he  was,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  patent 
is  necessarily  incapable  of  receiving  such  a  construction 
as  will  settle  the  boundary.  It  is  by  no  means  a  new 
case  that  a  patent  should  give  a  distance,  as  this  does, 
expressed  in  chains  and  links,  but  with  the  addition  of 
the  words  ^^  more  or  less,"  and  referring  to  something 
erroneously  supposed  to  exist,  by  which  that  which « 
apparently  uncertain,  is  to  be  controlled  and  rendered 
certain.  We  have  often  had  before  us,  in  other  eases, 
patents  containing  descriptions  in  which  one  or  more  of 
the  boundary  lines  were  thus  stated,  ^<  so  many  chains, 
more  or  less,  to  a  post  marked,"  &c.,  where  it  appeared 
that  no  such  post  could  be  found,  nor  its  position  in  any 
manner  proved,  and  where  it  was  even  stated  to  be 
certain  that  no  post  was  ever  planted  to  mark  the  point. 
In  such  cases  the  distance  must  from  necessity  be  taken 
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»g  the  guide,  when  no  account  can  be  got  of  that  which    ISM. 
was  referred  to  for  controlling  it. 

If  the  patent  for  lot  80,  instead  of  referring  to  an 
allowance  for  road  had  run  thus :  ^^  south  74^  west,  86 
chains  and  60  links,  more  or  less,  to  a  cedar  tree,  or  to 
the  bank  of  a  small  stream,  and  it  were  made  to  appear 
that  there  was  no  sign  or  traces  of  a  cedar  tree,  and 
nothing  like  a  stream  in  that  part  of  the  township,  we 
could  only  then  be  gOYerned  by  the  36  chains  and  60 
links,  and  must  take  that  rather  than  hold  that  the  patent 
granted  nothing.  I  consider  the  effect  of  the  manner  in 
which  this  line  is  laid  down  in  the  patent  is  that  you  are 
to  go  on  the  course  mentioned,  36  chains  and  60  links, 
unless  you  find  that  you  sooner  come  to  the  allowance 
for  road  between  lots  80  and  81,  in  which  case  you  are 
to  stop  when  you  get  there  ;  or  if  you  find  that  the  dis* 
tance  to  the  allowance  is  more  than  86  chains  60  linkSi 
you  are  still  to  go  to  the  allowance,  which,  wherever  you 
may  find  it,  is  to  be  your  guide  and  not  the  distance 
expressed.  In  other  cases  of  this  kind  where  the  object 
referred  to  is  not  to  be  found,  courts  have  held  that  the 
distance  mentioned  must  of  necessity  govern  the  length 
of  the  line,  and  we  must  hold  the  same  in  this  case. 

Mr.  HcMinan  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  has  urged 
upon  us  that  as  we  find  in  regard  to  this  lot  no  double 
front  posted,  and  so  no  allowanoe  laid  out  in  the  rear  of 
the  concession,  we  should  take  the  government  plan  of 
original  survey  as  our  guide  as  to  where  that  allowance 
was  intended  to  be,  if  we  cannot  let  the  line  be  produced 
firom  the  north  side  of  lot  80  in  the  front  of  the  7th  con- 
cession. But  we  can  no  more  do  that  than  aUow  the 
front  lines  and  posts  to  govern  the  rear,  if  it  is  right  to 
hold  that  the  7th  concession  is  within  the  87th  claase  of 
the  statute,  as  being  a  concession  surveyed  with  double 
fronts. 

To  to  governed  by  the  map  in  such  cases  would 
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1864.  always  produce  confusion,  and  would  always  defeat  the 
^'^^^  intention  of  the  act,  since  it  is  quite  certain  that  the  sur- 
itaf  J[Un,  veyor  in  every  case  means  to  lay  out  on  both  ends  of  the 
same  concession  an  equal  number  of  lots  of  the  same 
width  respectively,  and  his  plan  only  represents  his 
scheme  of  survey,  not  his  actual  work  on  the  ground, 
with  all  its  imperfections.  In  all  such  cases  the  lines 
would  be  found  to  be  laid  down  straight  from  front  to 
rear  as  if  they  had  been  chained  through.  But  we  know 
that  all  that  is  done  upon  the  ground  is  to  chain  off  the 
lots  on  each  front  and  set  posts  ;  no  lines  are  run  from 
either  end  to  the  centre  in  the  original  survey,  and  when 
this  comes  to  be  done  afterwards  for  the  purposes  of 
individual  occupants  it  is  always  found  that  the  lines  do 
not  exactly  meet.  They  would  never  do  so  when  each 
front  of  the  concession  has  been  separately  posted ;  and 
the  jog,  as  it  is  commonly  called,  is  often  very  consider- 
able. It  was  a  conviction  of  this  that  led  to  the  provi- 
jvdgBoit  sion  made  by  the  legislature,  which  is  certainly  equitable 
and  convenient. 

It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  the  question  presented  in 
this  case  is  a  new  one.  We  have  often  had  before  os 
cases  in  which  the  description  in  a  patent  has  referred  to  , 

monuments  which  were  assumed  to  have  been  planted,  i 

but  which  in  fact  were  not,  and  where,  in  consequence,  it 
has  been  considered  that  the  expressed  distance  most 
govern  though  qualified  by  the  words  ^^  more  or  less," 
to  a  post  marked,  &c.  We  have  also  seen  cases  in  whidi 
owing  to  the  interference  of  a  small  lake  or  marsh,  one 
angle  of  a  lot  was  not  marked  on  the  ground  by  any  post 
or  monument,  though  the  other  angle  was  marked  out. 
In  such  cases,  before  the  statute  of  1849, 1  suppose  the 
only  course  would  have  been  to  give  the  lot  its  width 
expressed  in  the  patent,  though  since  that  act  the  width 
.would  be  determined  by  dividing  equally  the  space 
between  the  nearest  two  ascertained  monuments  upon 
the  concession  line.  The  survey  of  this  township  having 
been  made  after  that  statute,  the  surveyor  must  have 
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knoTm  that  the  front  angles  were  expected  to  be  marked,  1654. 
and  that  these  half  lots  were  to  front  on  the  8th  conces- 
sion line,  and  to  be  laid  out  independently  of  the  half  ▼ 
lots  in  front.  Why  he  did  not  think  it  necessary  to 
mark  both  the  side  limits  of  this  half  lot  in  front  I  do 
not  understand,  for  there  was  no  difficulty  in  doing  it, 
and  it  was  not  the  less  necessary  because  the  front  of 
lot  80  happened  not  to  be  a  straight  front,  but  to  follow 
the  deflection  occasioned  by  the  Adjala  town  line.  The 
government  seems  naturally  to  have  assumed  that  posts 
had  been  set  on  that  town  line  to  mark  the  fronts  of  the 
lots  to  the  end  of  the  range.  If  such  posts  had  been  set, 
then  they  would  according  to  the  scheme  of  survey  have 
marked  an  allowance  for  road  between  the  angles  of  80 
and  31,  on  the  town  line,  and  such  marking  down  of 
the  road  would  have  been  conclusive  for  ever  as  to  the 
position  which  it  must  occupy,  unless  changed  by  some 
legislative  measure. 

jndgment 

The  Surveyor-General,  I  suppose,  judging  from  the 
plan  of  survey  that  had  been  returned  to  him,  assumed 
that  this  allowance  for  road  would  be  met  with  at  the 
end  of  about  35  chains  and  50  links  on  the  town  line, 
and  the  description  was  framed  in  such  terms  as  to  make 
the  actual  position  of  the  road  a  limit  which  must  neces- 
sarily govern  whether  the  distance  should  be  found  to 
correspond  actually  or  not. 

But  there  having  been  no  road  marked  down  in  fact, 
and  so  nothing  to  check  the  expressed  length  of  the  line, 
that  must  be  carried  out,  and  «f  ill  determine  the  position 
of  the  road,  instead  of  the  allowance  for  road  determin- 
bg  the  width  of  the  rear  end  of  lot  30,  as  it  would  and 
must  have  done  if  posts  had  been  planted  in  the  original 
survey  to  mark  it. 

It  is  wholly  inconsistent,  I  think,  with  both  the  spirit 
and  letter  of  the  87th  clause  of  the  statute  12  Vic,  ch. 
35,  that  the  side-lines  of  either  of  the  two  ranges  of  lots 
60  VOL.  L 
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1864.  in  a  concession  which  has  been  laid  out  upon  the  plan  of 
^""•v-"^  having  double  fronts,  should  be  governed  by  the  lota  in 
▼•  the  other  ranee ;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  allowance  for 
road  between  lots  in  the  one  range  must  in  like  manner 
be  independent  of  the  allowances  between  lots  in  the 
other,  because  those  allowances  are  nothing  more  than 
the  space  of  a  chain  reserved  between  the  two  lots,  the 
position  of  the  reservation  must  follow  the  position  of  the 
lots,  and  must  depend  upon  the  principle  which  you  are 
at  liberty  to  adopt  for  fixing  the  boundaries  of  the  lots  : 
and  it  is  in  my  opinion  out  of  the  question  that  we  cm 
allow  one  side  of  a  lot  which  has  been  laid  out  in  a  double 
fronted  concession  to  be  governed  by  the  side  line  of  a  lot 
on  the  other  side  of  the  centre,  unless  we  can  allow  the 
other  side  to  be  governed  by  the  same  principle,  which 
we  certainly  cannot  do  in  this  case  as  regards  the 
southern  side  of  lot  30. 

For  these  reasons  I  agree  with  the  learned  judge  who 
tried  the  cause  in  thinking  that,  under  the  circumstan- 
ces, the  term  in  the  description  which  refers  to  the 
allowance  for  road  between  80  and  31  in  rear,  can  have 
no  effect,  because  there  being  no  evidence  that  any  audi 
allowance  for  road  was  in  fact  laid  out  and  marked  upon 
the  ground,  we  have  no  proof  of  its  position,  or  rather  I 
should  say  of  its  existence,  and  we  are  not  authorised  to 
establish  its  position  by  protracting  to  the  rear  of  this 
concession  the  allowance  for  road  that  is  marked  by  the 
posts  planted  in  front,  any  more  than  we  could  take  as 
our  guide  the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  30  and  31 
in  any  other  concession  gf  the  -township.  The  correct 
course  under  the  circumf  tances,!  think,  is  to  be  governed 
by  the  expressed  distance  of  85  chains  and  60  links,  and 
not  to  go  beyond  that  along  the  township  line,  in  order 
to  reach  the  point  which  is  distant  1  chain  and  50  links 
from  the  centre  of  the  concession,  because  that  is  not  a 
distance  given  in  absolute  terms,  but  with  the  qualifica- 
tion of  ^*  more  or  less,''  being  founded  on  a  conjecture 
confessedly  uncertaip  as  to  the  probable  position  of  the 


MltOX  AKB  APraAL  BSPORTS.  898 

road  allowance.     There  being  no  proof  of  any  road    1854. 
allowance  we  can  only  take  the   distance,  and  that  ^•^v^*' 

Dixoik 

necessarily  fixes  the  position  of  the  road  allowance  which      ^-^^ 
had  not  been  fixed  before,  for  it  is  clear  there  is  to  be  the 
usual  width  of  an  allowance  for  road  between  lots  80 
and  81  in  rear. 

It  follows  thhi  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  Common 
Pleas  upon  the  applieation  for  a  new  trial,  which  pro- 
ceeded entirely  upon  a  legal  question,  must  be  reversed, 
and  the  tule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  discharged. 

Macaulay,.  C.  J. — In  the  observations  I  am  about  to 
make,  in  addition  to  what  I  said  in  the  court  below,  I 
wish  to  be  understood  as  meaning  by  the  word  "  north," 
that  part  of  the  township  of  Albion  which  is  bounded  by 
the  Adjala  road ;  by  the  word  '^  south,"  tJiat  side  of  the 
town^p,  or  end  of  the  concession  from  which  the  lots 
are  numbered;  by  the  word  ^^east,"  that  part  of  the 
7th  concession  or  of  the  half  lots  in  that  concession  which  ^"****"*' 
front  on  the  allowance  for  road  between  the  7th  and  8th 
concessions ;  and  by  ^^  west,"  that  part  of  the  7th  con- 
cession, or  of  the  half  lots  in  that  concession,  which  front 
on  the  allowance  for  road  between  the  6th  and  7th  con- 
cessions. 

It  still  appears  to  me  the  question  does  not  depend 
upon  the  patents,  but  upon  the  original  survey  and  the 
statutes.  It  might  have  arisen  before  the  issue  of  any 
patent  for  the  defendant's  lot  No.  30,  or  for  either  lot, 
as  if  all  the  other  lots  had  been  granted  except  these  two, 
and  the  inhabitants  had  opened  the  road  directly  through, 
and,  as  for  the  east  part,  an  information  of  intrusion  or 
an  indictment  for  an  obstruction  was  prosecuted.  And 
I  look  upon  the  patent  for  No.  80  material  only  as  con- 
firming what  the  plan  of  the  original  survey  imports, 
namely,  that  there  was  a  part  of  lot  81  lying  between 
the  centre  of  the  7th  concession  and  the  Adjala  road  to 
the  east,  with  an  allowance  for  road  between  the  east 
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1664.  parts  as  well  as  the  west  parts  of  Nos.  30  and  81.  With- 
out the  patents,  the  original  or  government  plan,  and  I 
suppose  the  field  notes,  had  they  been  produced  in  evi- 
dence, shew  that  a  continuous  allowance  for  road  was 
made  between  those  lots  from  their  west  front  to  the 
Adjala  road.  Whether  any  part  of  either  lot  extended 
beyond  the  centre  line  of  the  concession,  so  as  to  leave 
an  east  part  as  well  as  a  west  part  divided  by  such  centre 
line,  would  depend  upon  the  original  survey  as  ascer- 
tained upon  the  ground.  Upon  the  ground,  posts  were 
planted  at  the  south-west  angle  of  No.  30,  at  the  allow- 
ance for  road  between  Nos.  30  and  81  on  their  west  front, 
and  at  the  intersection  of  the  Gth  and  7th  concession 
road  with  the  Adjala  road,  or  the  north-west  angle  of  No. 
31 ;  also  at  the  south-east  angle  of  No.  80,  and  at  the  inter- 
section of  the  7th  and  8th  concession  road  with  the  Adjala 
road,  forming  the  north-east  angle  of  the  said  lot  No.  30 ; 
but  no  post  was  planted  on  the  Adjala  road  to^mark 
jQdgiMnt.  the  allowance  for  road,  or  limit  between  the  east  parts 
of  Nos.  30  and  31  on  that  road.  That  was  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  information  afforded  by  the  plan,  field 
notes,  and  the  posts  that  were  planted  to  indicate  the 
boundaries  of  these  lots.  When  those  posts  are  exam- 
ined and  the  distances  measured,  I  understand  it  turns 
out  that  the  west  front  of  No.  30  exceeds  30  chains  (the 
proper  width  of  a  lot)  by  4}  chains,  and  that  there  is 
also  an  excess  in  the  west  side  of  No.  31,  but  to  what 
extent  was  not  proved.  It  also  turns  out  that  the  post 
at  the  south-east  angle  of  No.  30  is  not  opposite  the 
south-west  angle  of  that  lot  on  the  course  of  the  govern- 
ing line  of  the  concession ;  but  is  to  the  north  of  it  6| 
chains ;  and  that  the  distance  from  the  south-east  angle 
of  No.  30  to  the  Adjala  road  is  14  chains.  It  is  to  be 
remembered  tha|;  the  depth  of  the  concessions  in  this 
township  are  66  chains  67  links,  or  33  chains  38|  links 
for  half  the  concession,  which  by  30  chains  for  the  width 
of  lots  would  make  full  or  half  lots  of  200  and  100  acres 
respectively. 
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The  provincial  statute  50  Geo.  III.,  ch.  1,  sec.  12,    1854. 
which  is  still  in  force,  enacts  that  all  allowances  for  roads  ^"^^^^^ 
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made  by  the  King's  surveyors  in  any  town,  township  or  „^*^, 
place  already  laid  out,  or  which  shall  be  made  in  any  town, 
township  or  place  within  this  province,  &c.,  shall  be    ' 
deemed  common  and  public  highways,  &c.,  unless  altered 
as  therein  provided. 

The  38  Geo.  III.,  ch.  1,  does  not  seem  applicable,  but 
the  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  14,  has  always  been  treated  as 
declaratory  and  prospective  as  well  as  retrospective,  and, 
though  not  particularly  mentioned  in  the  evidence,  the 
township  of  Albion  was  no  doubt  surveyed  and  laid  out 
after  the  passing  of  that  act,  and  before  the  12th  of 
October,  1838,  the  date  of  the  patent  for  the  east  part  of 
No.  30.  From  the  time  of  the  original  survey,  and  at 
the  date  of  that  patent,  and  until  the  passing  of  the  12 
Victoria,  chapter  35,  (3rd  of  May,  1849,)  the  determina- 
tion of  the  present  question  depended  on  the  50  Geo.  III.,  jodgBMBt. 
ch.  1,  sec.  12,  and  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  14,  sees.  2  and 
9.  The  2nd  section  declared  the  unalterable  bound* 
aries  of  townships,  concessions,  and  lots ;  and  section 
9  enacted  that  the  front  of  each  concession,  lot,  or 
parcel  of  land  should  be  considered  to  be,  and  was 
thereby  declared  to  be,  that  end  or  boundary  of  such 
concession,  lot,  or  parcel  of  land  which  was  nearest 
to  the  boundary  of  the  townships  from  which  the  several 
cpncessions  thereof  were  numbered. 

This  act  said  nothing  of  alternate  or  of  double  fronted 
concessions,  both  of  which  are  mentioned  in  the  12  Vic, 
eh.  35,  sees.  37,  38. 

The  omission  was  specially  provided  for  in  the  town- 
ship of  Osgoode,  by  the  10  and  11  Vic,  ch.,  54,  passed 
in  the  year  1847,  and  amended  by  13  and  14  Vic,  ch. 
86,  which  restricts  its  operation  to  certain  concessions. 
That  township  had  been  surveyed  in  concessions  with 
doable  fronts,  whether  before  or  after  the  passing  of  the  59 
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1854.  Geo.  III.,  ch.  14, 1  am  not  aware.  The  act  of  1847  at  the 
special  instance  of  the  inhabitants,  enacted  that  the  side 
lines  should  be  run  from  the  posts  planted  on  one  side  of 
the  concession  to  those  on  the  other  of  corresponding 
numbers,  &c.,  without  regard  to  jogs,  in  order  to  provide 
direct  roads  through  the  concessions,  although  the  effect 
would  be,  to  prevent  the  side  lines  being  run  parallel  to 
the  governing  side  line  of  the  concessions.  This  act, 
though  local  in  its  object,  is  material  as  indicating  that 
each  side  line  of  a  concession  laid  out  with  double  fronts 
and  granted  in  half  lots,  was  in  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  59  Geo.  III.,  ch,  14,  to  be  regarded  as  the  front 
of  each  half  concession  respectively ;  and  that  the  side 
lines  should  be  consequently  run  from  the  posts  planted 
to  mark  the  front  angles  of  the  half  lots  on  each  respec- 
tive front  to  the  centre  of  the  concession  parallel  to  the 
governing  side  line.  It  is  probable  this  had  always  been 
considered  the  proper  course  in  townships  so  laid  out. 


jQdgnMBt. 


Then  looking  at  the  present  question,  after  the  town- 
ship of  Albion  had  been  thus  laid  out,  what  was  the  allow- 
ance for  road  or  division  between  the  east  parts  of  Nos.  30 
and  81,  7th  concession,  lying  between  the  centre  of  the 
concession  and  the  Adjala  road,  before  the  grant  of  1838, 
or  between  that  period  and  the  passing  of  the  10  and  11 
Vic,  ch.  54,  and  12  Vic,  ch.  85  respectively  : 

The  12  Vic,  ch.  85,  sec  85,  enacts,  that  the  course  of 
the  boundary  line  of  each  and  every  concession  on  that 
side  from  which  the  lots  are  numbered,  shall  be  and  is 
declared  to  be  the  course  of  the  division  or  side-L'nes 
throughout  the  several  townships  and  concessions  in 
Upper  Canada  respectively. 

(1.)  Provided  thatsuch  division  or  side-lines  were  thiten- 
ded  in  the  original  survey  to  run  parallel  to  the  said 
boundary. 

(2.)  Provided  also,  that  when  the  end  of  a  concession 
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from  which  the  lots  are  nnmbered  is  bounded  by  a  lake  1854. 
or  riyer,  or  other  natural  boundary,  or  when  it  has  not 
been  run  in  the  original  survey,  &c.,  or  when  the  course 
of  the  division  or  side-lines  of  the  lots  therein  was  not 
intended  in  the  original  survey  to  run  parallel  to  such 
boimdary,  the  said  division  or  side-lines  shall  jrun  parallel 
to  the  boundary  line  at  the  other  extremity  of  such  con- 
cession,.provided  their  course  y^as  intended  in  the  original 
survey,  &c.,  to  be  parallel  thereto,  and  that  such  bound- 
ary line  was  run  in  such  original  survey. 

(3.)  Provided,  further,  that  when  in  the  original  survey, 
&c.,  the  division  or  side-lines  were  not  intended  to  run 
parallel  to  the  boundary  line  at  either  end  of  the  con- 
cession, they  shall  be  run  at  such  angle  with  the  course 
of  the  boundary  line  at  that  end  of  the  concession  from 
which  the  lots  are  numbered,  as  is  stated  in  the  plan  and 
fieH-notee  of  the  original  survey  of  record  in  the  office  of 
the  commissioner  of  Crown  lands,  &c.,  or  if  neither  of  jodgmint 
the  aforesaid  boundaries  were  run  in  the  original  survey, 
or  if  it  be  bounded  at  each  end  by  a  lake  or  river,  or 
other  natural  boundary,  then  at  such  angle  with  the 
course  of  the  line  or  front  of  the  said  concession  as  is 
stated  in  the  plan  and  field-notee  ae  aforeeaid. 

(4.)  Provision  for  cases  of  two  or  more  proof  lines,  &c. 

(5.)  Provides  for  sections  surveyed  under  Order  in 
Council  of  27th  of  March,  1829. 

Sec.  86  enacts  that  the  front  of  each  concession  in  any 
township  where  only  a  single  row  of  poets  have  been 
planted  on  the  concession  lines  and  the  lands  have  been 
described  in  whole  lots,  shall  be  considered  to  be,  and  is 
declared  to  be,  that  end  or  boundary  of  the  township 
from  which  the  several  concessions  thereof  are  numbered. 

(1.)  Provided  that  In  those  townships  which  are  bounded 
in  front  by  a  river  or  lot,  where  no  posts  or  other 
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1864.  botindaries  were  planted  in  the  original  survey  on  the 
^Tv— ^  bank  of  such  river  or  lake  to  regulate  the  width  in  front 
«•  ^-^^   of  the  lots  in  such  broken  front  concession,  the  division 

MeLtngUIiu 

or  side-lines  of  the  lots  in  such  broken  front  concession 
shall  be  drawn  from  the  posts  or  other  boundaries  on  the 
coneession  Kne  in  rear  thereof ^  parallel  to  the  governing 
line  determined  as  aforesaid,  to  the  river  or  lake  in 
front. 

(2.)  Provided  also,  that  when  the  line  in  front  of  any 
such  concession,  {i.  «.,  in  any  township  first  above-men- 
tioned,) has  not  been  run  in  the  original  survey,  the 
division  or  side-lines  of  the  lots  in  such  concession  shall 
be  run  from  the  original  posts  or  monuments  placed  or 
planted  on  the  rear  line  thereof,  parallel  to  the  govern- 
ing line  determined  as  aforesaid,  to  the  depth  of  the  con- 
cession, that  is,  to  the  centre  of  the  space  contained 
between  the  lines  in  front  of  the  adjacent  concession,  if 
Judgment  ^^^  conccssions  worc  intended  in  the  original  survey  to 
be  of  an  equal  depth,  or  if  they  were  not  so  intended, 
then  to  the  proportionate  depth  intended  in  the  original 
survey,  as  shewn  on  the  plan  or  field-notes  thereof  of 
record  in  the  office  of  the  commissioner  of  Crown  lands, 
having  due  respect  to  any  allowance  for  road  or  roads 
made  in  the  original  survey ;  and  that  a  straight  line 
joining  the  extremities  of  the  division  or  side-lines  of  any 
lot  in  such  concession,  drawn  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  the 
true  boundary  of  that  end  of  the  lot  which  has  not  been 
run  in  the  original  survey. 

The  last  proviso  seems  to  me  equivalent  to  the  87th 
section,  respecting  cases  where  alternate  concession  lines 
only  have  been  run. 

Sec.  40.  That  in  all  cases  when  any  land  surveyor 
shall  be  ^employed  in  Upper  Canada  to  run  any  other- 
side-line  or  limit  between  lots,  and  the  original  post  or 
monument  from  which  such  line  should  commence,  cannot 
be  founds  he  shall  obtain  the  best  evidence,  kc.y  respect* 
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ing  such  sideJine,  post,  or  monument;  bn^  if  the  same  1854. 
cannot  be  satisfactorily  ascertained  then  he  shall  measure 
the  true  distance  between  the  nearest  undisputed  posts, 
limits,  or  monuments,  and  divide  such  distance  into  such 
number  of  lots  as  the  same  contained  in  the  original  sur- 
vey, assigning  to  each  a  breadth  proportionate  to  that 
intended  in  such  original  survey,  as  shewn  on  the  plan 
and  field-notes  thereof  of  record  in  the  office  of  the  com- 
missioner of  Crown  lands.  And  if  any  portion  of  the 
line  in  front  of  the  concession  in  which  such  lots  are 
situate,  or  boundary  of  the  townships  in  which  such  con- 
cessions are  situate,  intended  in  the  original  survey  to  be 
straight,  shall  be  obliterated  or  lost,  then  the  surveyor 
shall  run  a  straight  line  between  the  nearest  points  or 
places  where  such  line  can  be  clearly  or  satisfactorily 
ascertained,  and  shall  plant  all  such  intermediate  posts 
or  monuments  as  he  may  be  required  to  plant  in  the  lines 
ascertained,  having  due  respect  to  any  allowance  for  a 
road  or  roads,  &c.,  set  out  in  such  original  survey,  and  jndgamt 
the  limits  of  each  lot  so  found  shall  be  taken,  and  is 
declared  to  be  the  true  limits  thereof,  any  law  to  the 
contrary,  &c. 

Before  the  patent  of  1838, 1  apprehend  that,  what- 
ever might  be  the  legal  course  to  be  adopted  in  relation 
to  full  double  fronted  lots,  the  allowances  for  side  roads 
or  for  division  or  side  lines  between  broken  lots  at  the 
extremity  of  the  concessions,  would  be  from  the  west  or 
proper  fronts  through  to  the  Adjala  road,  and  that  this 
rule  would  be  applied  not  only  to  the  allowance  for  road 
between  Nos.  80  and  81,  but  to  all  side  roads  and  divi- 
sion or  side  lines  of  the  broken  or  incomplete  lots 
bounded  by  the  Adjala  road  along  the  whole  of  that  side 
of  the  township.  The  provisoes  in  the  35  and  36  sections  • 
of  12  Vic,  ch.  35,  seem  to  me  to  aid  this  view — posts 
planted  in  the  rear  of  concessions  being  thereby  made  to 
govern  where  no  front  posts  had  been  planted  in  the 
broken  fronts  of  lots  owing  to  lakes  or  rivers,  And 
although  no  provision  is  expressly  made  therein  except 
61  VOL.  I. 
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1854.  as  to  the  courses  of  the  side  lines  in  townships  or  con- 
cessions whose  ends  are  so  broken,  or  which  seem  to  me 
tantamount,  not  bounded  by  the  governing  course,  owing 
to  a  diagonal  road  allowance  running  between  adjacent 
townships,  and  cutting  or  bounding  the  lots  on  that  side, 
still  I  think  the  cases  therein  provided  for  and  the 
present  are  analogous.  Those  sections  however  are  in- 
tended to  prescribe  the  courses  of  the  side  lines  between 
lots  rather  than  the  points  from  which  such  courses  are 
to  be  run. 

It  is  section  82  that  more  immediately  applies,  by 
enacting  that  all  boundary  lines  of  townships ;  all  con- 
cession lines,  ffoverning  points^  and  all  boundary  lines  of 
concessions,  &c.,  and  all  side  lines  and  limits  of  lots  sur- 
veyed, and  all  posts  or  monuments  which  have  been  placed 
or  planted  at  the  front  angles  of  any  lots  or  parcels  of 
land,  &c.,  shall  be  and  are  declared  to  be  the  true  and 
unalterable  boundaries  of  all  and  every  such  township^ 
concession,  lot,  or  parcel  of  land  respectively,  whether  the 
same  shall  upon  admeasurement,  be  found  to  contain  the 
exact  width,  or  more  or  less  than  the  exact  width  ex- 
pressed in  any  letters  patent,  grant,  &c.,  in  respect  of 
such  township,  concession,  lot,  &c.,  and  such  township, 
concession,  lot,  &c.,  shall  embrace  the  whole  width  con- 
tained between  the  front  posts,  monuments,  or  bound- 
aries, planted  or  placed  at  the  front  angles  of  any  such 
township,  concession,  lot,  &c. 

The  whole  scope  of  that  section  and  of  the  act  shews 
that  the  original  survey  was  to  control  the  patent,  and 
not  the  patent  to  control  the  survey ;  and  that  the  patents 
or  grants  are  to  be  applied  by  reference  to  the  original 
survey,  posts,  &c.,  as  found  upon  the  ground ;  or  failing 
.these,  by  reference  (if  need  be)  to  the  government  plan 
and  field-notes  of  the  original  survey  of  record  in  the 
office  of  the  commissioner  of  Crown  lands ;  and  not  to 
the  descriptions  contained  in  the  Crown  grants. 

Now  the  only  posts  planted  to  mark  the  front  angles 
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of  tlie  east  part  of  lot  No.  30  were  at  the  south-east  angle    1854. 
and  the  Adjala  road,  14  chains  apart.     The  only  posts  ^■^">^''^-' 
planted  to  mark  the  front  aus^les  of  No.  31,  were  at  its  south    ,  ▼• 

°  '  MclAQghUn. 

west  and  north-west  angles — no  post  is  planted  to  define 
the  limit  or  allowance  for  road  between  the  east  parts  of 
these  lots  on  the  Adjala  road.  It  is  not  contended  that 
the  east  part  of  No.  30  is  to  be  determined  by  lines 
drawn  from  its  south-east  angle,  and  its  north-east  angle 
where  it  intersects  with  the  Adjala  road,  respectively,  to 
the  centre  of  the  concession,  which  would  form  a  block 
of  14  chains  by  S3  chains  and  33^  links,  and  reduce 
the  tract  much  mbre  than  in  my  opinion  it  ought  to  be 
reduced ;  and  still  why  should  it  not  be  the  limit  accord- 
ing to  the  double  front  rula  contended  for  ?  I  do  not, 
however,  think  such  a  construction  should  be  placed  upon 
the  statute  (though  perhaps  literally  it  might)  as  would 
limit  No.  SO  to  its  east  front  of  14  chains,  because  the 
post  planted  at  its  north-east  angle  at  the  Adjala  road 
was  not  intended  to  determine  its  full  width  as  a  com-  judgment, 
plete  front.  But  from  that  point  the  front  ceased,  and  it 
became  a  broken  or  ^incomplete  lot,  just  as  No.  81  was, 
measured  from  the  opposite  point. 

The  northerly  or  upper  part  of  No.  30,  and  the  east- 
erly part  of  No.  31,  are  not  indicated  by  any  posts 
actually  planted,  so  that  the  division  line  or  side  road 
between  the  east  parts  of  these  lots  depends  upon 
construction. 

In  the  first  place  I  do  not  consider  the  lots  as  if  in 
separate  concessions.  They  are  not  so  in  fact.  The 
statute  does  not  declare  double  fronted  concessions  to  be 
separate  concessions  even  though  granted  or  described 
in  half  lots.  There  is  no  allowance  for  road  between  the 
respective  halves,  and  if  regarded  as  in  effect  double  con- 
cessions not  divided  by  a  road  between  them,  I  think 
there  is  much  in  the  provisoes  to  the  12  Vic,  ch.  35, 
sees.  85,  86,  already  referred  to,  to  shew  that  th^  allow- 
ance for  road  separating  the  easterly  parts  of  lots  80 


IHzoii 


40ft  ERBOR  AND  APPEAL  RBP0RT8. 

1854.  and  81  must  be  the  allowance  made  on  their  west  front 
continued  to  the  Adjala  road.  I  consider  it  a  question 
of  intention,  and  it  appears  clear  to  me  that  the  allow- 
ance  for  road  made  on  the  west  side  or  end  of  those  lots 
was  intended  to  be  so  made,  not  to  the  centre  merely, 
bul  to  the  centre  if  the  half  lots  on  the  east  side  of  the 
concession  proved  full  lots,  if  not,  then  to  the  Adjala 
road  or  to  the  end  of  the  township  in  the  direction  of 
that  road.  I  think  this  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
government  surveyor  who  made  the  original  survey,  in 
relation  to  all  the  side  roads  or  limits  between  the  broken 
lots  throughout  that  side  of  the  township. 

In  the  next  place  I  cannot  think  the  area  or  contents 
of  the  lots  in  acres,  according  to  the  patents  or  plan, 
conclusive.  The  grant  for  the  east  part  of  No.  SO, 
in  1838,  describes  it  from  the  original  plan,  and 
the  contents  of  both  lots  Nos.  30  and  81  are  in 
jndgmnt  the  patents  taken  from  the  same  source — this  can 
readily  be  tested  by  measurement  according  to  the  scale 
on  which  that  plan  is  made.  The  patents  are  framed  in 
reference  to  the  plan,  the  plan  in  reference  to  the  original 
survey,  and  the  legislature  declares  that  survey  shall 
govern. 

Moreover  the  large  excess  said  to  exist  in  No*  81 
beyond  what  the  plan  indicates,  and  the  grant  of  that 
lot  supposes,  arises  principally  in  the  west  part,  and  not 
the  east  part  of  such  lot. 

The  patents  suppose  70  acres  in  the  east  part  of  No.  80, 
and  84  acres  in  the  whole  of  No.  81 ;  but  even  Pro$$er$ 
line  would,  he  says,  give  76  acres  to  No.  81,  of  which 
a  very  small  portion  would  be  on  the  easterly  side  of  the 
centre  line  of  the  concession,  so  that  the  west  part  of 
that  lot  contains  nearly  76  acres,  and  that  half  or  part 
is  certainly  bounded  on  the  south  by  the  allowance  for 
road  between  it  and  No.  80,  and  cannot  be  curtailed  by 
construction  or  by  patent.    It  is  said  that  Pro$9er*$  line 
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would  giye  to  No.  80,  77  acres,  and  that  WeUV$  line   1864. 
would  reduce  it  to  66  acres,  and  increase  No.  81  to  up-  ^"^^^ 
wards  of  80  acres.  -  Compared  with  Prosser*$  estimate  M^T^>]Li,vn 
as  in  evidence  the  difference  would  be  11  acres  in  the 
comparative  contents  of  No.  80,  and  only  from  6  to  7  in 
relation  to  No.  81,  nnd  both  cannot  be  correct.     It  shews, 
however,  that  lot  No.  31  would  not  be  increased  more 
than  10  or  11  acres  by  its  supposed  encroachment  upon 
No.  30,  and  that  No.  80  would  not  be  diminished  more 
than  4  acres  below  its  supposed  quantity,  as  described  in 
the  patent.     This,  I  think,  affords  proof  that  the  east 
part  of  No.  30  was  intended  to  be  bounded  by  the  allow- 
ance for  road  produced  from  the  west  front  to  the  Adjala 
read,  leaving  the  residue  of  the  tract  a  broken  lot. 
No.  81. 

I  am  not  satisfied  that  bounding  the  east  part  of  No. 
80  by  that  road  its  contents  will  not  equal  70  acres.  If 
the  depth  of  the  half  concession  be  88  chains  88|  links,  jadgoMnt 
as  I  suppose  it  is,  hearing  nothing  to  the  contrary,  the 
oblong  square  formed  by  the  14  chains  and  the  centre 
line  of  the  concession  would  contain  46  acres  or  more, 
and  the  irregular  figure  which  the  residue  of  the  lot 
would  form,  would,  I  think,  equal  24  acres,  unless  there 
be  some  inaccuracies  in  the  evidence  or  plans  as  I  under- 
stand them. 

,Had  the  south  %r  lower  side  of  the  east  part  of  No.  80 
corresponded  with  the  south  or  lower  side  of  the  west- 
half,  or  been  25  chains  from  Ihe  Adjala  road,  instead  of 
14  chains,  the  north  boundary  of  that  lot,  and  the  allow- 
ance for  road  between  it  and  lot  No.  81,  would  still  have 
been  the  same,  and  its  contents  would  have  been 
increased  in  proportion.  So  No.  81  might  have  been 
less,  had  its  southern  boundary  been  nearer  the  Adjala 
road  than  it  is.  All  tends  to  evince  that  the  contents 
cannot  determine  the  division  line,  and  if  the  determi- 
nation of  that  line  had  preceded  these  grants,  it  could  have 
been  of  no  consequence  to  the  Grown  as  owning  the 
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1854.  whole,  what  the  contents  of  the  lots  were,  or  where  the 
^-^"""^^  allowance  for  road  divided  them,  provided  it  connected 
MeLauhiin.  *^®  ^^^  *^^  *^*^  concessions  road  with  the  Adjala  road. 
I  do  not  see  that  No.  81  being  set  apart  as  a  clergy  reserve 
can  make  any  difference,  although  it  may  have  been 
taken  in  the  specification  as  only  34  acres.  Inaccuracies 
of  that  kind,  since  the  original  survey,  cannot  change  or 
alter  the  original  survey  or  the  efiect  thereof  under  the 
statutes. 

The  method  suggested  of  tracing  30  chains  upon  the 
centre  line  of  the  concession  to  determine  the  west  bound- 
ary and  length  of  the  east  part  of  lot  No.  30  is  a  mere  alter- 
native, unnconnected  with  the  original  survey.  Among 
other  objections  to  it,  it  may  be  observed  that  it  cannot 
lead  to  any  allowance  for  road  between  30  and  31,  any 
more  than  the  distance  of  35|r  chains  traced  on  the 
Adjala  road,  unless  it  be  to  the  allowance  left  on  the 
Judgment  ^^^t  sidos  of  thosc  lots.  If  that  road  were  opened  or 
traced  up  to  the  centre  of  the  concession,  the  proposed 
line  of  30  chains,  if  traced  up  from  the  south-west  angle 
of  the  east  part  of  No.  30,  on  the  centre  line  of  the  con- 
cession, would  intersect  it,  unless  the  30  chains  fell  short 
of  it,  and  so  intersecting  it  the  line  should  there  stop  ;  for 
no  surveyor  adopting  that  method  in  an  original  survey 
would  have  passed  and  crossed  the  allowance  for  road  so 
as  to  stop  it  at  the  centre  of  the  concQ^sion,  and  adopt- 
ing a  line  drawn  up  the  centre  of  the  concession,  there- 
fore supports  my  view,  for  whenever  it  met  the  allow-, 
ance  for  road  separating  the  west  parts  of  the  lots,  that 
road  would  be  indicated  as  the  proper  division  between 
the  east  parts  also.  To  govern  and  block  up  that  allow- 
ance would  be  so  clearly  against  the  intention  of  the 
original  survey,  and  so  absurd  in  itself  that  no  profes- 
sional surveyor  would  think  of  doing  it.  If  the  descrip- 
tion given  of  the  east  part  of  30  had  been  the  reverse  of 
what  it  is,  and  the  first  distance  had  been  run  from  the 
place  of  beginning  to  the  centre  of  the  concession  (instead 
of  to  the  Adjala  road)  and  thence  up  the  centre  line  of 


ERROR  AND  APPEAL  REPORTS.  4Q7 

the  conoessioQ,  80  chains  more  or  less,  to  the  allowance    1854. 
for  road  between  Nos.  30  and  31,  and  if  the  allowance  ^^^^'^'^^ 
which  divides  the  west  parts  of  those  lots  be  supposed       ▼• 
(as  it  onght  to  be  supposed)  traced  up  to  the  centre  of  the 
concession,  the  line  traced  up  from  the  south  side  of  lot 
No.  SO  along  the  centre  of  the  concession  would  inter- 
sect that  allowance  for  road  at  right  angles,  and  in  the 
absence  of  any  other  allowance  for  road  made  on  the 
ground  that  would  indicate  the  allowance  called  for, 
and  I  consider  the  description  as  it  is  the  same  in  effect 
as  if  the  allowance  had  been  traced  through  to  the 
Adjala  road. 

Section  40  is  not  applicable.  It  is  intended  to  pro- 
Vide  for  the  casualities  therein  specified — not  a  case  like 
the  present.  The  lots  could  not  be  divided  along  the 
Adjala  road  by  the  method  therein  declared,  no  such 
survey  ever  was  intended,  and  that  section  is  meant  to 
supply  lost  posts  or  monuments,  or  to  supply  incomplete 
surveys  that  were  intended  but  omitted  to  be  made.  But 
if  applicable,  I  see  no  better  course  to  be  pursued  than 
what  I  think  the  correct  one,  without  regard  to  it.  No 
place  of  beginning  from  which  the  side  lines  of  30  and 
.31  could  be  run,  was  ever  posted  or  intended  to  be 
marked  or  left  on  the  Adjala  road,  and  I  do  not  see  how 
it  can  be  run  pursuant  to  the  statute  except  by  tracing 
the  allowance  for  ,road  from  the  west  side  of  the  lots  to 
the  Adjala  road. 

Nor  do  I  think  the  limits  are  to  be  determined  by 
applying  the  distances  specified  in  the  patent  of  1838, 
as  if  they  had  been  positively  expressed,  or  that  there  is 
any  more  right  to  adopt  the  second  distance  of  35  chains 
50  links  as  positive,  unless  an  allowance  for  road  be 
actually  found,  than  to  stop  in  the  first  distance  at  the 
end  of  10  chains,  though  short  of  the  Adjala  road  by  4 
chains :  or  that  tracing  from  the  point  of  intersection 
with  that  road  at  the  end  of  14  chains,  we  are  to  go  on 
85j^  chains,  and  then  stop  because  no  allowance  for  road 
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1&54.  can  be  found  posted  or  marked  on  the  ground  between 
^"■^j^  the  east  parts  of  lots  numbers  80  and  31,  any  more  than 
MoUu  hiin  **  *  point  1  chain  and  60  links  from  the  centre  of  the 
concession,  or  at  5  chains  50  links  from  such  centre, 
allowing  for  the  4  chains  excess  between  the  place  of 
beginning  and  the  Adjala  road.  I  look  upon  the  patent 
as  if  it  had  said  35  chains  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  the 
allowance  for  road,  according  to  the  original  survey,  field 
notes,  and  original  plan,  and  according  to  the  statute  in 
that  behalf. 

It  might  have  happened  that  by  tracing  S5i  chains  on 
the  Adjala  road  the  east  part  of  30  would  contain  only 
20  acres,  but  that  by  continuing  it  to  its  intersection  with 
the  allowance  for  side  road  produced  from  the  westerly 
side  or  front  of  the  lots,  it  would  amount  to  70  acres  or 
100  acres ;  or  that  by  so  tracing  35|  chains  the  line 
would  pass  such  place  of  intersection,  and  cover  100 
Judgment  acrcs  or  more,  how  could  the  distance  prove  its  own 
accuracy  or  consistency  with  the  actual  survey  or  allow- 
ance for  road  as  originally  made  Or  it  might  have 
happened  that  the  triangular  lot  No.  31  contained  only 
20  acres  bounded  by  the  three  roads,  as  represented  on 
the  government  plan,  instead  of  34,  as  assumed  in  the 
patent,  or  76  to  80,  or  more,  as  it  is  said  it  does,  while 
No.  80,  divided  from  No.  31  by  the  allowance  for  road, 
as  therein  also  laid  down,  contained  its  full  quantity  of 
70  acres  or  less,  say  60  or  more,  say  90,  how  could  the 
distances*  in  the  patent  decide  that  such  was  not  the 
correct  line  of  road,  or  where  else  it  really  ought  to  be  ? 
No  quantity  is  separately  expressed  in  the  patent  for 
No.  31,  as  the  supposed  contents  of  that  part  of  it  which 
is  east  of  the  centre  line  of  the  concession.  According  to 
the  plan  it  would  be  of  small  dimensions,  without  space 
for  an  allowance  for  road  beyond  the  line  of  road  laid 
down  on  the  plan  in  continuation  of  the  allowance  made 
on  the  west  side.  And  this  affords  another  proof  that 
such  a  road,  and  no  other,  was  intended.  Moreover,  in 
determining  the  east  part  of  No.  80  by  the  application 
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9£  th9  patent  of  1838,  what  right  is  there  to  add  7  acres    1864. 
to  ^h^  qaantity  mentioned  in  diminution  of  the  east  part  "^'^J^ 
of  No.  81,  or  why  is  not  quantity  instead  of  courses  and^j^-'^^ 
distances  to  be  adopted,  all  are  by  the  additions  of  the 
vords  ^^  more  or  less"  rendered  alike  indefinite. 

It  is  obvious,  and  experience  teaches,  that  the  courses, 
distanees,  and  quantities  indicated  in  the  plan  and 
specified  in  the  grants,  may  all  differ  from  the  actual 
courses,  distances,  apd  contents  upon  the  ground,  when 
ascertained  according  to  the  statutes ;  which  were  passed 
to  obviate  and  provide  against  these  very  inaccuracies. 

Treating  the  east  parts  or  halves  of  the  lots  in  the  7th 
concession  as  constituting  a  separate  concession,  there 
would  be  nothing  on  the  ground  but  quantity  to  indicate 
any  lot  No.  81/  or  that  the  whole  triangle  east  of  the 
centre  of  the  concession  did  not  form  part  of  lot  No.  80, 
like  No.  81  on  the  west  half  of  the  concession,  except 
that  the  post  planted  (if  any)  at  the  intersection  of  the 
west  front  line  with  the  Adjala  road  to  designate  the 
north-west  angle  of  81  would  shew  that  no  lot  32  was 
intended.  The  original  plan  before  the  patent,  and  the 
patent  afterwards  shew  that  it  was  intended  to  leave  a 
broken  lot  No.  81  on  the  east  side  of  the  centre  line  of 
the  concession  as  well  as  on  the  west.  The  patent  calls 
for  an  allowance  for  road  bounding  No.  80  on  that  side, 
and  leaving  an  east  part  of  No.  81  beyond  it,  and  east 
of  the  centre  of  the  concession,  and  seeing  by  the  plan 
and  patent  that  the  south  or  lower  side  of  the  allowance 
for  such  road  is  supposed  to  be  only  1  chain  50  links 
^rom  the  centre  of  the  concession  to  the  Adjala  road, 
and  that  the  upper  side  must  be  still  less  by  reason  of 
the  diagonal  course  of  the  Adjala  road,  there  could  be  no 
object  in  leaving  such  an  allowance  merely  to  the  centre 
of  the  concession,  unless  it  united  with  the  allowance 
dividing  the  west  halves  or  parts  of  those  lots.  It  is 
manifest,  therefore,  that  no  such  result  could  have  been 
contemplated  as  that  contended  for  by  the  defendant ; 
62  VOL.  I. 
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1854.  and  that  the  object  and  intention  mnst  be  disappointed 
if  a  continuous  road  allowance  is  not  established,  bat 
that  if  it  be  established  the  intention  is  fulfilled. 

Nothing  actually  done  upon  the  ground  shews  that  any 
part  of  No.  80  extends  beyond  the  square  of  14  chains 
already  suggested,  or  that  any  part  of  31  lies  east  of  the 
centre  of  the  concession,  if  the  allowance  for  road  made 
on  the  west  thereof  is  not  continued.  The  government 
plan  shews  that  such  allowance  was  to  be  continued,  and 
the  Grown  patent  confirms  it,  for  when  the  patent  calls 
for  an  allowance  for  road,  what  allowance  can  be  intended 
or  meant  except  the  only  allowance  that  indicates  any 
part  of  lot  No.  31  eastward  of  the  centre  line  of  the  con- 
cession ?  or  that  No.  80  was  to  be  extended  beyond  a 
width  of  14  chains,  or  was  not  to  include  the  whole  tract 
east  of  the  centre  line. 

jQdgBWDt.  Regarding  it  as  a  separate  concession,  the  plan, 
though  it  shews  a  road  1  chain  50  links  from  the  centre 
^  line  dividing  the  lots  into  east  and  west  parts,  shews  also 
that  the  allowance  for  road  on  the  east  side  is  in  continu- 
ation of  the  allowance  dividing  the  west  parts  or  halves, 
so  as  to  lead  from  the  west  front  through  to  the  Adjala 
road,  and  such  allowance  should  be  carried  out  upon 
the  ground,  otherwise  the  plan  would  control  the  sur- 
vey, not  the  survey  the  plan.  It  may  be  also  suggested 
that  if  each  half  of  the  concession  is  to  be  looked  upon 
as  a  separate  concession,  it  follows  that  there  can  be  no 
jogs  or  errors,  each  being  in  that  event  entirely  indepen- 
dent of  the  other,  and  no  reference  should  be  made  to 
the  west  halves  or  parts  of  either  No.  30  or  31.  But 
this  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  a  correct  view.  It  is 
contrary  to  the  fact,  for  it  is  only  one,  not  two  conces- 
sions, and  the  statutes  10  &  11  Vic,  ch.  64, 13  &;  14 
Vic,  ch.  86,  and  12  Vic,  ch.  35,  sec  37,  speak  as  if  they 
were  only  to  apply  when  the  lands  were  granted  or  des- 
eribed  in  half  lots.  There  is  no  doult^t  or  meaning  in 
this  in  relation  to  different  grantees  or  proprietors,  but 
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whether  granted  or  described  in  full  or  half  lots,  I  ap-    1864. 
prehend  the  governing  posts  and  side-lines  of  each  half 
lot,  when  so  laid  out,  must  be  adhered  to  in  compliance, 
with  the  statute.  x 

In  the  present  case  the  east  part  of  No.  30  is  a  separate 
grant  from  the  west-half,  and  the  tract  is  described.  Lot 
No.  81  is  granted  in  one  lot,  and  is  not  described.  It 
is  not  granted  as  being  in  two  concessions,  or  as  partly 
on  one  side  and  partly  on  the  other,  of  the  centre  of  the 
concession,  but  simply  as  lot  No.  31  in  the  7th  conces" 
sion.  Both  are  imperfect  lots,  and  deficient  in  the 
regular  quantity  of  full  lots ;  and  the  whole  of  both  might 
have  been  included  in  one  grant  without  any  further  des- 
cription, (like  the  grant  that  was  made  of  No.  31,)  but 
with  an  allpwance  for  road  between  them ;  or  No.  31 
might  have  been  first  granted  and  described,  commenc- 
ing at  the  south-west  angle  or  front  of  the  6th  concession, 
thence  along  the  lower  or  southern  side  of  the  lot,  or  the  jadgment 
allowance  for  road  between  SO  and  81  to  the  Adjala 
road,  and  so  on  to  the  place  of  beginning.  Or  for  the 
first  distance  running  from  the  place  of  beginning  along 
the  we.st  front  or  side  of  the  lot  to  the  Adjala  road,  and 
thence  along  the  Adjala  road  to  the  a:lowance  for 
road  between  Nos.  81  and  80,  supposed  distances,  more 
or  less,  how,  in  such  events  would  such  allowance  be  de- 
termined? 

Had  the  whole  survey  of  the  township  been  strictly 
accurate,  and  the  half  lots  respectively  formed  separate 
concessions,  the  question  would  be  just  the  same  as  it  is, 
and  should  be  determined  on  the  same  principle.  Had 
the  post  planted  to  mark  the  south-east  angle  of  No.  80 
been  in  a  true  line  with  the  one  planted  at  the  south- 
west angle  or  the  other  front,  where  it  would  have  been 
upwards  of  20  chains  from  the  Adjala  road ;  or  even  had 
it  been  a  point  still  further  removed  from  that  road  the 
question  would  have  been  the  same,  so  that  the  error  or 
jog  perceived  in  comparing  the  two  ends  of  No,  SO  does 
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1854.  It  is  not  the  case  of  an  imperfect  or  unfinished  or 
obliterated  suryey— all  was  done  that  it  was  intended  to 
do,  and  when  the  post  was  placed  at  the  north-east  angle 
of  No.  30,  on  the  Adjala  road,  it  was  not  intended  either 
that  a  line  drawn  from  thence  to  the  centre  of  the  con* 
cession  should  constitute  the  whole  of  the  east  part  of 
that  lot.;  nor  was  it  intended  that  all  the  land  east  of 
the  centre  of  the  concession  continued  to  the  Adjala  road 
should  constitute  one  lot,  or  that  30  chains  on  the  centre 
line  of  the  concession  should  define  its  limit,  but  it  was 
intended  that  whatever  tract  of  land  was  to  the  east  of 
such  centre,  should  be  separated  by  an  allowance  for 
road,  which,  according  to  such  intention,  could  haye 
been  no  other  road  than  the  allowance  preyiously  made 
on  the  westerly  front  between  lots  Nos.  30  and  31.  The 
diyision  between  them  on  the  Adjala  road  could  not  be 
determined  by  equally  dividing  the  distance.  It  does 
not  form  the  proper  front  of  either  lot,  and  such  a  rule 
could  not  be  applied  in  relation  to  other  lots  and  con- 
cessions bounded  by  the  Adjala  road,  as  it  must  be  if 
applicable  in  this  instance.  The  plan  and  goyemment 
grants  suppose  a  corresponding  survey  on  the  ground 
accurately  posted,  and  delineated  with  continuous  roads 
through  the  concessions,  but  it  is  not  so— -errors  or  jogs 
exist.  Still  I  find  no  authority  for  the  commission  of 
other  errors  in  judicial  construction,  in  subservenoe  to 
former  errors.  Whatever  is  to  be  accomplished  through 
judicial  exposition  should  be  accurately  done  according 
to  the  real  intention,  not  only  of  the  patents,  but  of  the 
original  survey,  to  which  they  are  subordinate. 

This  is  not  in  my  opinion  a  case  in  which  there  is  no 
alternative  but  to  adopt  the  distances  or  quantity  sup- 
posed in  the  patent  of  1888.  All  of  which  are  expressed 
to  be  "  more  or  less/'  The  first  distance  of  10  chains 
calls  for  the  Adjala  road,  called  the  allowance  for  road 
on  the  northern  boundary  of  the  township  as  the  positive 
boundary.  The  second  calls  for  the  allowance  for  road 
not  between  the  east  parts^  as  something  separate  from 
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the  west  part,  but  between  lots  Nos.  SO  and  St,  not  an  1S54. 
allowance,  but  the  allowance,  as  something  defined  or 
existing  already  equally  with  the  Adjala  road,  and  as  it 
really  was.  The  only  defined  and  existing  allowance 
was  that  made  on  the  west  front  of  the  concession,  and 
if  so  made  in  order  to  be  carried  through  to  the  Adjala 
road,  the  patent  calls  for  that  road  so  continued. 

I  think  that  such  allowance  was  originally  made  with 
that  intention,  and  that  the  patent  manifestly  intends 
that  road  as  the  one  therein  mentioned,  and  which  was  to 
bound  the  east  part  of  No.  30  on  its  upper  side.  I  think 
no  other  road  or  limit  between  these  lots  was  contem- 
plated or  intended  to  be  made  either  originally  or  in  the 
patent,  so  that  taking  the  patent  by  itself,  and  applying 
it  not  fancifully,  but  according  to  its  obvious  and  un- 
doubted intention  the  one  road  and  no  other  is  plainly 
designated,  and  called  for  as  the  northern  limit  of  the 
east  part  of  No.  SO. 

It  is  not  pretended  the  monuments  or  posts  are  lost, 
or  that  the  allowance  for  road  cannot  be  traced.  The 
posts  that  were  planted  are  undisputed,  and  the  allowance 
can  be  readily  run  through. 

The  patent  of  1838  professes  to  grant  only  the  east 
part  of  No.  SO,  being  that  part  which  is  east  of  the  centre 
of  the  concession,  and  nothing  more,  and  clearly  nothing 
beyond  the  allowance  for  road  called  for  as  bounding  it 
on  that  side  which  is  next  to  No.  31,  any  more  than 
beyond  the  Adjala  road,  which  bounds  it  on  another 
mde. 

The  allowance  for  road  so  called  for  by  the  patent  is 
to  be  first  determined  from  the  original  survey,  and  other 
official  sources ;  not  to  be  ascertained  by  mere  reference 
to  the  description  contained  in  the  patent.  There  is  only 
one  way  to  determine  it  according  to  the  data  aflbrded 
by  the  original  survey,  the  plan,  field-notes,  and  the 


416  BREOR  AND  APPBAL  REP0AX8. 

1654.  Statute,  and  when  that  is  done  I  can  see  no  alternatiTe 
^'^T*'"^  but  to  continue  the  allowance  for  road  from  the  wait 
M«iAacbUa«  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  being  done  the  limit  between  Nos.  30  and 
81  is  ftBoertained,  and  the  patent  should  be  applied 
accordingly.  So  far  as  relates  to  the  road  allowance  in 
question,  it  is  not  a  concession  surveyed  with  double 
fronts.  To  the  extent  of  the  full  lots  it  was  so  laid  out, 
beyond  that  it  has  a  single  front  only. 

The  plan,  &c.,  shew  that  No.  8]  was  intended  to  be  a 
triangular  tract  with  only  one  front  properly  so  called  in 
reference  to  the  concession  lines ;  not  such  a  figure  as  the 
proposed  application  of  the  patent  of  1838  for  the  east  part 
of  No.  30  would  make  it,  that  is,  the  west-half  or  part  of 
No.  31  a  four-sided  figure,  and  the  east  part  a  triangle, 
and  the  whole  an  irregular  figure  of  five  sides  instead  of 
three. 

The  shape  of  the  lots,  as  exhibited  in  the  original 
plan,  their  supposed  quantities,  courses,  and  distances, 
and  the  allowance  for  road  indicated  thereby,  combine  to 
shew  that  the  original  survey  intended  to  make  the 
allowance  for  road  between  those  lots  a  continuooa  ome 
from  the  west  side  or  front  through  to  the  Adjala  road. 
And  I  am  not  able  to  perceive  any  good  reason  why  .th« 
original  intention  should  not  in  this  instance,  as  in  others, 
be  fulfilled*,  or  why  it  should  be  frustrated  in  defecence 
to  an  erroneous  placing  of  the  posts  at  the  southveaat 
angle  of  No.  30,  and  the  distances  mentioned  in  the 
patent  contrary  to  what  is  indicated  by  the  soorcea  from 
which  the  description  given  in  the  patent  was  taken,  and 
contrary  to  what  I  cannot  but  regard  as  the  dear  omua- 
ing  and  intention  of  the  patent  itself.  It  appears  to  me 
not  only  contrary  to  the  real  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
patent,  but  against  the  design  and  intention  of  the  ofijpnal 
survey,  and  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  by  midA  the 
boundaries  of  lots  and  concessions,  &c.,  are  to  be  governed. 

The  case  of  Badgdy  v.  Bender  (a)  appears  to  me 

(a)  8  U.  C.  R.  0.  B.  221."" 


BRROR  AND  APPEAL  REPORTS.  41T 

strongly  in  favour  of  my  view  of  the  case,  especially  as    18&% 
relates  to  the  only  legitimate  nse  which  I  think  may  ^"^^^ 
and  ought  to  he  made  of  the  government  plan,  or  the  jjouSgidhi. 
letters  patent.   I  therefore  adhere  to  the  views  expressed 
by  me  in  the  court  below,  and  think  the  present  appeal 
should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

EsTEK,  y.  C. — The  question  in  this  case  is  one  of  in- 
tention. It  is  quite  certain  that  the  Crown  could  have 
granted  its  land  by  the  patent  in  question,  in  any  shape 
or  quantity  it  chose  so  long  as  it  did  not  interfere  or 
dash  with  previous  gratits.  The  intention,  however, 
evidenced  by  this  patent  cannot  be  executed  in  all  its 
parts,  because  they  are  inconsistent  with  each  other. 
Under  such  circumstances  it  is  the  duty  df  the  court  to 
give  effect  to  the  whole  instrument,  and  make  every  part 
of  it  speak,  as  much  as  possible,  and  where  that  is  im- 
possible, to  sacrifice  that  which  is  secondary  and  unim- 
portant to  that  which  is  primary  and  material.  In  this  jadgaint 
case  the  description  first  conducts  to  the  Adjala  road ; 
then  along  that  road  a  certain  distance  more  or  less  to  a 
supposed  allowance  for  road,  and  to  within  a  certain 
distance  more  or  less  of  the  centre  of  the  conces- 
sion ;  then  along  that  line  a  certain  distance  more  or 
less  to  the  south-west  angle  of  the  half  lot,  an  undisputed 
point ;  then  a  certain  distance  more  or  less  to  the  place 
of  beginning. 

This  patent,  of  course,  on  the  face  of  it  presents  no 
ambiguity  whatever,  but  when  it  is  attempted  to  be  car- 
ried into  effect,  the  circumstances  of  the  case  create  much 
difficulty.  It  IS  therefore  a  case  of  latent  ambiguity, 
aind  we  are  warranted  and  required  to  resort  to  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances,  which  have  created  the  difficulty 
fi>r  the  purpose  of  resolving  it.  The  facts  which  appear 
ite  disclosed  by  the  eiddence,  or  admitted  by  the  parties, 
are  that  it  is  not  ten  chains  from  the  starting  point,  as 
represented  by  the  patent,  but  fourteen  chains  to  the 
A^jftla  road;  that  no  allowance  for  road  c&n  be  f^oiSivI, 
58  VOL.  I. 
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1854.  and  that  the  prescril\ed  distance  along  the  Adjala  road 
^"^^^^^  of  35  chains  and  50  links  will  not  conduct  to  the  required 
MeLaoghiin.  ^^^^*°^®  ^^^^  *^®  Centre  of  the  concession,  and  will  give 
more  than  the  prescribed  width  of  80  chains  to  the  lot. 
It  is  therefore  impossible  to  carry  this  description  into 
effect  in  all  its  parts,  because  they  are  inconsistent  with 
each  other,  and  the  question  is,  which  parts  we  are  to 
retain,  and  which  to  relinquish,  or  in  other  words,  which 
parts  are  primary  and  material  and  which  subordinate 
and  ancillary.  Mutual  admission  has  freed  the  case  from 
some  of  the  difficulty  which  would  otherwise  have  attached 
to  it.  It  is  admitted  on  all  sides  that  the  line  from  the 
starting  point  must  be  extended  to  the  Adjala  road, 
whatever  the  distance  may  be ;  it  is  also  admitted  that 
the  prescribed  distance  from  the  terminus  on  the  Adjala 
road  to  the  centre  of  the  concession  is  unimportant.  The 
points  of  the  description  which  remain  are  the  distance 
along  the  Adjala  road,  the  allowance  for  road,  and  the 
Judgment,  width  of  the  lot.  It  has  been  mentioned  that  an  actual 
allowance  for  road  cannot  be  discovered.  This  is  much 
to  be  regretted.  The  allowance  for  road  is  admitted  on 
all  hands  to  be  the  cardinal  point  in  the  description  to 
which  all  other  parts,  where  inconsistent  with  it,  are  to 
yield.  The  learned  chief  justice  of  the  Common  Pleas 
and  Mr.  Justice  Richards  obtained  this  desired  limit  by 
means  of  a  prolongation  of  a  side-line  in  the  other  part 
of  the  concession,  and  thereby  established  what  is  called 
^^  Walsh's  line,"  affording  the  smallest  quantity  of  land  to 
the  appellant.  This  method  has  certainly  convenience 
to  recommend  it ;  but  it  seems  to  be  generally  understood 
that  we  can  no  more  resort  to  the  other  part  of  this  oca- 
cession  for  guidanci  in  this  matter,  than  to  a  totally 
different  concession.  The  result  is,  that  we  have  no 
allowance  for  road.  Yet  I  apprehend  that  it  is  quite 
certain  that  one  exists,  and  that  it  ought  to  govern  this 
whole  description.  Obliged  as  we  are,  however,  to 
determine  the  case  in  the  dark  as  to  the  most  material 
fact  in  it,  we  have  only  to  decide  between  the  line  along 
the  Adjala  road  and  the  rear  of  the  lot. 
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It  is  admitted  that  all  the  lots  in  the  concession  were  1854. 
intended  to  be  of  the  width  prescribed  for  the  lot  in  ques-  ^"^^1^ 
tioM,  and  that  if  they  are  not  in  fact  so,  it  is  unintentional,  ^^-  ^^^ 
and  the  effect  of  mistake.  It  is  quite  certain  that  the 
Crown  intended  the  lot  in  question  to  be  30  chains  wide. 
There  were  three  cardinal  points  in  this  description,  one, 
that  the  lot  should  extend  to  the  Adjala  road,  another, 
that  it  should  extend  to  the  allowance  for  road ;  a  third, 
that  it  should  be  ofr  the  width  of  30  chains.  The  two 
first  were  not  to  be  dispensed  with ;  the  third  was  to 
yield  to  them  if  necessary.  But  the  Crown  had  no 
absolute  intention  with  regard  to  the  distance  along  the 
Adjala  road ;  it  was  prescribed  because  it  was  thought 
that  it  would  carry  the  lot  to  the  allowance  for  road,  and 
make  it  of  the  required  width,  and  for  no  other  reason. 
If  we  sacrifice  the  width  of  30  chains  to  the  distance 
along  the  Adjala  road,  we  shall  make  that  which  was  in 
its  nature  ancillary  and  subordinate  prevail  oyer  that 
which  was  primary  and  material ;  and  that  for  no  other  Judgmtfit. 
reason  than  because  it  occurs  first  in  the  description. 
Upon  the  same  principle,  if  the  surveyor  had  taken  the 
other  course,  and  had  described  the  rear  of  the  lot 
before  the  line  on  the  Adjala  road  the  opposite 
construction  would  have  prevailed.  But  the  order  or 
sequence  of  the  description  appears  to  me  to  be 
merely  accidental,  and  to  furnish  no  indication  of 
intention  whatever;  the  line  along  the  Adjala  road 
is  preferred,  and  made  to  govern,  because  it  is  assumed 
that  the  Crown  intended  to  make  that  line  of  a  certain 
length  in  the  abstract;  whereas  nothing  is  more 
certain  than  that  it  did  not  intend  to  make  that  line  of 
any  particular  length,  but  only  so  long  as  would  make 
the  lot  80  chains  wide,  provided  it  extended  to  the  allow- 
ance for  road.  In  the  event  which  has  happened  the 
description  should  be  read  as  if  it  was  reversed.  The 
surveyor  took  the  course  which  he  did,  because  he  had 
no  doubt  that  an  allowance  for  road  would  be  found ; 
had  he  known  that  no  allowance  for  road  existed  or  could 
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1854.  be  found  he  would  certainlj  have  taken  the  opposite 
^"^^  course.  To  reverse  the  description  is  not  taking  too 
^  ▼'  great  a  liberty,  because  the  order  of  the  description  is 
not  essential,  and  to  adhere  to  it  would  be  to  defeat  ike 
only  part  of  the  intention  which  we  are  enabled  to  exe- 
cute. This  view  is  strengthened  by  the  fact  that  thf 
miscalculation  of  the  distance  to  the  Adjala  road  led  to 
the  line  along  the  Adjala  road  being  made  longer  tha|i 
it  otherwise  would  have  been.  T  think,  therefore,  that 
in  the  absence  of  an  allowance  for  road  which  ought  to 
govern,  effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  next  most  material 
part  of  the  description,  namely,  the  width  of  the  lot^  and 
that  the  line  on  the  Adjala  road  ought  to  terminate  at  a 
point  which  will  produce  the  prescribed  width.  Thi^ 
construction  will,  I  believe,  leave  the  appellant  a  tres- 
passer in  some  degree,  and  therefore  I  think  the  judg- 
ment granting  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  ought  to  be 
affirmed. 

Burns,  J. — ^I  have  not  been  able  to  reduce  the  diifi* 
culties  of  this  case  to  a  mathematical  demonstration  satis- 
&ctory  to  my  own  mind,  and  therefore  it  is  by  no  means 
free  from  doubt  that  I  have  formed  the  opinion  I  now 
give,  but  it  is  the  best  I  can  form  under  the  circiim- 
Btances  of  the  case. 

These  difficulties  arise  not  by  reason  of  any  disputed 
facts,  because  if  that  were  so,  an  end  might  be  made  by 
saying  that  one  believes  such  or  such  another  sMt^  of 
facts  to  be  the  truth,  but  these  difficulties  arise  in  the 
application  of  certain  principles,  either  legal  or  proper 
to  be  applied,  as  they  may  strike  the  minds  of  different 
persons.  No  question  can  or  does  exist  between  th^ 
parties  as  to  the  application  of  the  statute  12  Vic.,  ck* 
85^  to  a  certain  extent.  No  doubt  the  plaintiff  is  right 
in  starting  from  the  ascertained  front  post  between  Nos. 
80  and  31  on  the  line  between  the  6th  and  7th  conces- 
sions, in  order  to  discover  what  land  is  comprised  within 
No.  81,  and  the  defendant  is  right  in  starting  from  the 
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post  between  29  and  30,  on  the  line  between  the  7th  and  1854. 
8th  concessions,  in  order  to  ascertain  what  comprises  the 
east  part  of  No.  80.  The  township  having  been  sor- 
Tejed  with  donble  fronts  to  each  concession,  an4  theae' 
points  being  indicated  by  indisputable  marks  in  the 
original  survey  upon  the  ground,  places  this  position 
beyond  dispute.  Between  lines  protracted  from  these 
points  to  the  Adjala  road,  lies  thp  depth  of  the  7th  con- 
cession, and  consequently  these  lines  are  governing 
limits  within  the  82nd  section  of  the  act.  The  centre 
of  this  concession  is  not  in  dispute,  and  could  not  be  in 
dispute,  for  it  depends  merely  npon^  measureipent,  and 
also  within  the  meaning  of  the  82nd  section,  combined 
with  the  87th  section,  is  a  governing  line.  There  is  a 
road  allowance  between  Nos.  80  and  81,  and  that  allow- 
ance is  known  or  marked  upon  the  ground  on  the  front 
between  the  6th  and  7th  concessions,  but  is  not  kpown  or 
marked  upon  the  ground,  and  never  was  intended  so  to 
be,  on  the  limit  between  80  and  81  upon  tiie  u^jaU 
road. 

The  plaintiff  supports  his  claim  to  the  land  in  dis- 
pute upon  the  fact  of  the  allowance  for  road  being  known 
on  the  front  between  the  6th  and  7th  concessions^  and 
that  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  a  survey  upon  the 
ground  shewing  the  posts  planted  on  the  Adjala  road, 
which  is  not  to  be  treated  or  considered  as  the  front  of 
the  half  lot  80,  he  has  a  right  to  carry  the  road  straight 
through  from  the  6ch  concession.  The  difficulty  X  have 
in  the.  way  of  supporting  that  view  of  the  subject  is  this  : 
that  line  considerably  passes  the  centre  of  the  concession, 
and  though  the  plaintiff's  patent  grants  him  No.  81, 
and  of  course  would  give  him  a  right  to  all  the  land  over 
the  centre,  yet  according  to  the  statute,  that  line  being 
one  run  from  a  post  planted  in  front  on  a  conce06ion 
which  has  been  run  with  double  fronts  could  not  pass 
the  centre,  and  when  the  centre  was  reached  there, 
according  to  the  statute,  the  survey  of  that  line  must 
end.    The^difficulty  here  is  apparent,  on  the  facts  as 
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1S64.  the  matter  stands,  when  the  survey  on  the  ground 
is  looked  at.  The  posts  forming  the  respective  fronts  of 
the  halt  lots  of  No.  30  on  the  line  between  29  and  30 
differ  6  chains  59}  links  from  being  opposite  each  other, 
and  consequently  the  line  of  31  differs  the  same  from 
what  30  would  be  if  it  is  to  retain  its  full  width  on  the 
centre  of  the  concession.  If  each  half  lot  is  to  be 
surveyed  from  its  front  post  to  the  centre  of  the  conces- 
sion, I  think  it  must  govern  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  that 
line,  and  he  would  have  no  right  to  cross  it  in  order 
to  determine  that  front  of  his  lot,  and  for  the  land 
east  of  the  centre  he  must  take  some  other  method. 
The  road  of  course  is  dependent  upon  that  line, 
'  and  would  be  governed  by  it  till  it  reached  the  centre 
of  the  concession.  The  difficulty  then  arises  how  is 
the  road  to  be  brought  from  the  Adjala  town  line  to 
meet  this  ?  The  government  plan  shews  the  road  to  be 
straight  through,  but  so  it  does  with  every  other  side 
Jndgmnit  line,  and  side  line  road.  When  the  ground  is  examined 
it  is  found  the  survey  there  conflicts  with  the  represen- 
tation on  the  plan,  and  the  distances  given  in  the 
respondent's  patent,  which  we  must  suppose  followed  the 
field-notes,  conflicts  with  the  plan  as  applied  to  the 
actual  survey,  and  the  patent  itself  conflicts  with  the 
survey  on  the  ground,  because  the  first  distance  instead 
of  being  10  chains  to  the  Adjala  road  is  14  chains.  If 
the  plaintiff  must  take  some  other  method  of  ascertain- 
ing where  the  road  is  on  the  east  side  of  the  centre  of  the 
concession  so  as  to  divide  30  from  31,  leaving  the  allow- 
ance between  them,  then  is  the  defendant's  method  of 
survey  the  correct  one  ? 

I  feel  a  diflSculty  in  supporting  Prosser's  survey  by 
applying  the  statute  to  it.  The  defendant's  lot  is 
described  on  the  centre  of  the  concession  as  being  of 
its  proper  width,  and  which  by  applying  it  to  the  survey 
on  the  ground  must  carry  it  further  north  than  the 
plaintiff's  southern  boundary  by  six  chains,  fifty-nine 
and  a-half  links.    If  this  line  could  be  taken  as  the 
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correct  boundary  as  surveyed  from  south  to  north,  I  1854. 
should  feel  no  difficulty  in  saying  that  when  the  surveyor  '^^JJJ^ 
came  to  the  road  allowance  he  could  cross  it,  because  if  m^"  ^^i 
it  be  imperative  under  the  statute  to  survey  from  each 
end  of  the  lot  to  the  governing  point  and  line  in  the 
rear,  then  if  the  roads  did  not  meet,  it  is  a  difficulty 
made  by  the  law,  and  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  that. 
It  would  be  so  with  the  other  lines  as  shewn,  and  I  do 
not  see  any  reason  why  we  should  apply  a  different  rule, 
because  the  plaintiff's  lot  happens  to  be  a  triangle,  and 
the  defendant's  lot  one  with  five  sides,  than  would  be 
applied  where  the  lots  and  half  lots  are  rectangular.  As 
observed  before,  the  defendant's  starting  point  however 
is  correct,  and  the  statute  governs  it.  From  this  point 
to  the  Adjala  road  causes  no  difficulty,  but  it  is  at  the 
Adjala  road  the  difficulty  arises  in  the  application  of 
the  statute.  The  western  boundary  of  the  township 
does  not  form  the  front  of  the  concession,  and  no  posts 
being  planted  along  this  line  and  never  intended  to  be,  jodcnmt 
it  is  not  a  case  for  measurements  and  dividing  of 
distances  according  to  the  act.  The  provisions  of  the 
act  are  inapplicable  to  complete  the  remainder  of  the 
survey  of  the  defendant's  lot. 

According  to  my  view  both  appellant  and  respondent 
must  be  bound  by  the  operation  of  the  statute  so  far  as 
it  is  and  can  be  applied,  but  that  it  does  not  help  either 
of  them  out  of  the  difficulty  presented  here.  In  that 
predicament,  then,  should  we  resort  to  the  plan  in  the 
government  office?  I  look  upon  the  plan  and  field 
notes  as  subservient  t6  ascertain  what  the  survey  upon 
the  ground  was,  and  wherever  that  can  be  ascertained  it 
must  govern.  Here  the  plan  is  not  adduced  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  what  the  work  on  the  ground 
was.  We  know  what  it  was.  It  has  been  proved,  and 
it  is  not  consistent  with  the  plan.  It  is  true  no  work 
upon  the  ground  shewed  that  a  post  was  upon  the 
Acyola  road,  but  all  the  work  on  the  ground  shewing 
the  lines  of  thirty  to  thirty-one  to  the  south,  and  the 
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field  notes  describing  the  distances,  (for  I  tbink  it  fuir 
to  assume  the  patent  taken  from  that  until  the  contrary 
be  shewn,)  prove  that  the  work  on  the  ground  does 
not  correspond  with  the  plan. 

Then  we  have  a  case  in  which  a  survey  cannot  Be 
made  for  either  plaintiff  or  defendant  according  to  tHe 
terms  and  provisions  of  the  act  of  parliament :  a  case  in 
which  the  actual  work  upon  the  ground  conflicts  witE 
the  plans.  The  field  notes,  taking  the  description  in 
the  defendant's  patent  to  correspond  with  them,  when 
applied  upon  the  ground  (which  of  course  thej  must  b^ 
when  the  monuments  are  there  still  in  order  to  test 
them)  do  not  correspond  with  the  plan,  but  differ  from 
it  also.  The  road  reserved  was  a  public  highway, 
and  I  have  no  doubt  must  be  considered  so,  although 
the  Crown  had  never  granted  No.  80  and  31,  and 
persons  obstructing  it  would  be  liable  to  be  indicted. 
jndguMit  ^^^  ^^^^  ^  ^^  ^^^  present  case,  it  would  require  i^  be 
established  by  law  where  the  road  was,  and  precisely 
the  same  difiSculty  would  arise  from  the  work  on  the 
ground,  the  plan,  and  the  field  notes  returned  by  the 
surveyor  who  originally  surveyed  the  township.  It  is 
not  the  road  which  governs  the  boundaries  of  the  lots, 
and  the  statute  has  not  made  the  road  the  governing 
boundary,  but  the  allowance  being  between  the  two  tou 
the  boundaries  of  the  lots  must  be  ascertainecl,  and^ 
when  ascertained,  that  determines  the  road.  I^  the 
statute  had  made  roads  the  boundary  for  lot^,  ihere 
might  not  then  have  been  so  much  di£Sculty  in  carrying 
the  road  straight  across  the  centre  of  the  conceMoii  ro 
the  Adjala  road,  as  the  plaintiff  contends  it  should.  ^6 
lots  must  be  ascertained,  and  the  half  lots  wher^  l£^ 
survey  has  been  with  double  fronts  must  also  be  tisiHi^ 
tained  before  it  can  be  determined  where  the  road  i^  6i' 
should  be.  Under  these  circumstances  I  see  no  aIterhW> 
tive  fhan  to  give  effect  to  the  defendant's  pattnt 
according  to  the  courses  and  distances  therein  cobtaih<^. 
and  to  say  that  such  quantity  of  land  as  id  liot  cdii^Ha 
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therein  up  to  the  Adjala  road,  making  the  due  allowance  1854. 
for  the  side  line  road,  belongs  to  lot  No.  81.  I  only 
inean  this  to  the  extent  when  the  statute  cannot  be 
applied,  for  where  that  can  be  it  must  govern.  Pro88er*8 
survey  was  made  according  to  the  dbtances  mentioned 
in  the  patent,  and  as  the, statute  cannot  govern  him,  I 
think  this  decides  where  the  road  is.  No  doubt 
this  result  was  never  intended,  but  it  is  the  consequence 
of  the  act  of  parliament,  which  is  as  restrictive  in  my 
opinion  on  the  plaintiff,  and  prevents  him  from  continu- 
ing the  southern  limit  of  No.  31  through  from  the  6th 
concession  to  the  Adjala  line,  as  it  is  inoperative  to 
give  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  the  means  of  deter- 
mining the  respective  boundaries  beyond  the  posts 
and  limits  I  have  already  mentioned. 

Spragge,  V.  C. — The  description  contained  in  the 
Crown  patent  cannot  be  literally  followed  out  upon  the 
ground ;  but  taking  the  description  as  it  is,  and  compar-  jndgnMnt. 
ing  it  with  the  position  of  the  township  of  Albion  in 
which  the  land  is  situated,  as  that  part  of  the  township 
actually  lies,  I  have  endeavoured  to  discover  what  piece 
of  land  is  comprised  in  that  description,  tak4ng  it  as  a 
question  of  intention,  the  intention  to  be  gathered  from 
every  course  and  distance  which  the  description  contains. 

The  description  appears  to  me  to  evidence  with  suffi- 
cient clearness  the  intention  as  to  two  courses  and  dis- 
tances ;  being  the  only  two  which  are  not  affected  by 
the  irregularity  caused  by  the  Adjala  road  running 
diagonally  across  the  upper  portion  of  the  lot ;  and  these 
two,  judging  from  the  maps,  appear  to  agree  both  in 
bearings  and  distances  with  the  corresponding  sides  of 
the  other  half  lots  in  the  same  concession.  One  of  these 
lines  is  the  line  from  the  front  of  the  half  lot  to  the 
centre  of  the  concession ;  the  other  is  the  width  of  the 
half  lot  in  the  centre  of  the  concession. 

The  whole  difficulty  has  arisen  from  the  description 
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1854.  assuming  the  south  easterly  angle  of  the  half  lot  to  be 
'^^p''"^^  10  chains,  instead  of  14  chains,  as  it  it  is,  from  the 
v^jI»\mi^  Adjala  road ;  that  erroneous  assumption  is  the  basis  of 
the  distance  given  in  the  the  second  course  in  the  des- 
cription, namely,  35  chains  50  links  more  or  less  to  the 
allowance  for  road  between  lots  80  and  31.  I  agree 
that  if  any  original  monument  marking  such  allow- 
ance for  road  had  been  discovered,  whether  at  a  greater 
or  leas  distance  than  that  given,  it  would  have  governed ; 
*  but  in  the  absence  of  that  we  are  thrown  back  upon 
gathering  the  intention  from  the  whole  description.  I 
think  it  is  clear  that  this  second  distance  is  based  upon 
the  error  in  the  first,  because  drawing  a  line  from  the 
front  reached  by  that  distance,  parallel  with  the  side 
line  of  the  lot,  to  the  centre  of  the  concession,  then 
taking  a  course  down  the  centre  of  the  concession  to  a 
point  which  is  the  admitted  south-west  angle  of  the  half 
lot,  it  will  give  us  the  breadth  of  the  half  lot  about  the 
jndgncni  Same  6X0688  as  oxists  in  the  first  actual  distance,  t. «., 
from  the  starting  point  at  the  south-east  angle  to  the 
Adjala  road,  over  the  described  distance,  thus,  if  the  first 
distance  be  10  chains  the  third  will  be  30 ;  the  first  being 
in  fact  14,  the  third  is  thereby  made  34,  if  the  distance 
along  the  Adjala  roa'd  be  implicitly  followed.  I  think 
it  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  the  first  error  is  the  parent 
of  the  second. 

The  enquiry  naturally  suggests  itself,  to  what  extent 
was  it  intended  to  run  along  the  Adjala  road,  and  why 
was  35  chains  50  links  named  as  the  distance.  I  cannot 
avoid  the  conclusion  that  the  sole  purpose  was  to  reach 
a  point  from  which  a  line  drawn  to  the  centre  of  the  con- 
cession parallel  with  the  side  line  would  be  30  chains 
from  the  south  west  angle  of  the  half  lot,  or,  in  other 
words,  to  give  a  lot  of  the  ordinary  width ;  which  pur- 
pose would  have  been  accomplished  if  the  south-east 
angle  had  been,  as  it  was  supposed  to  be,  10  chains  from 
the  Adjala  road.  The  distance  along  the  course  of  the 
Adjala  road  required  for  that  purpose  was  a  matter  of 
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mathematical  calculation,  (not  a  measurement  to  reach 
any  known  point,)  and  would  have  been  correct  if  the 
basis  upon  which  it  was  made  had  been  correct. 

With  the  facts  before  me,  I  cannot  doubt  that  if  the 
first  distance  had  been  known  to  be  14  chains  instead  of 
10,  the  distance  along  the  Adjala  road  would  have  been 
proportionately  shortened,  and  not  doubting  this,  I  could 
not  give  effect  to  the  distance  along  the  Adjala  road  as 
governing  distance,  without  feeling  that  I  was  defeating 
the^  intention  of  the  grantor,  as  gathered  from  the  whole 
description  compared  with  the  first  distance  on  the 
ground. 

I  haye  endeavoured  to  test  this  intention  by  taking  a 
diagram  of  the  ground  with  the  true  distances,  and 
applying  to  it  the  description  in  the  patent^  but  revers- 
ing the  order  in  which  the  different  courses  are  taken. 
I  may  be  wrong  in  supposing  that  this  can  properly  be  JndcmMit. 
done,  but  it  seems  to  me  to  be  immaterial  which  course  be 
first  taken,  so  as  all  are  taken  correctly ;  and  I  should 
have  thought  that  taking  indisputable  distances  as  the 
basis  of  the  description  would  have  better  ensured  a 
correct  result. 

Plreserving  then  the  same  bearings  and  distances,  and 
the  same  starting  point ;  to  run  first  to  the  centre  of 
the  concession,  thence  northerly  along  the  centre  of  the 
concession,  then  parallel  with  the  firs^  lino-  to  the 
Adjala  road,  then  along  the  Adjala  road  to  where  it 
intersects  the  concession  line,  then  along  the  concession 
line  to  the  place  of  beginning.  Such  a  description 
would  be  strictly  correct  except  as  to  the  distance  along 
the  Adjala  road,  and  from  that  to  the  starting  point — 
that  along  the  Adjala  road  would  be  plainly  immaterial 
and  would  be  discarded  as  secondary  and  of  no  real 
importance;  and  in  the  description  in  the  patent, 
although  prior  in  point  of  time  to  the  distance  along  the 
centre  of  the  concession,  it  does  appear  to  me  to  be 
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1854,    secondary  to  that  course  and  distance,  to  be  a  eonse- 

^"^^^  (juence  of  it,  and  to  be  regulated  by  it,  and  to  have 

« ;  '•  u,.   been  stated  at  first  what  it  is  only  because  the  centre 

line  was  thirty  chains  long ;   and  for  no  other  reason 

whatever. 

The  objections  to  producing  the  division  line  between 
lots  No.  30  and  31  from  the  western  point  through  the 
easterly  half  lots  appear  to  me  to  be  unanswerable. 
The  statute  of  1849  provides  in  effect  that  in  townships 
with  double  fronts  the  easterly  and  westerly  half  lots 
shall  be  independent  of  each  other.  To  produce  this 
«  line  would  be  to  contravene  the  principle  by  which  the 
whole  survey  of  the  township  is  governed,  merely 
because  in  one  lot  of  a  township  there  may  happen 
to  be  no  easterly  front.  This  point  has  been  fully 
commented  upon  by  his  lordship  the  Chief  Justice,  with 
whose  remarks  upon  the  subject  I  entirely  agree.  Upon 
judgmtnt  ^^^  general  question,  however,  I  can  come  to  no  other 
conclusion  than  that  which  I  have  expressed. 
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[^Before  the  Hon.  Sir  J,  B.  Bohinsonj  Bart^  Chief 
Justice  of  Upper  Oanadaj  the  Hon.  W.  S.  Draper^  0. 
B.y  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  PleaSj  the  Son,  F. 
0.  JSsteny  the  Hon.  Mr,  Justice  Bums^  the  Hon.  V.  C 
Spragge^  The  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  BichardSj  and  the  Hon. 
Mr.  Justice  Hagartt/.'] 

Oh  ah  Afpkaii  vbom  ▲  Judomiht  of  thi  Cottht  or  QmuN's  Bbhch. 


MouNTJOY  V.  The  Quben. 

Or  ant  from  the  Crown — Eightoay, 

On  the  8th  of  January,  1886,  a  surrejer,  in  compliance  with  inatrnc- 
ticns  from  the  government  agent,  laid  out  a  road  or  street  on  the 
northern  limits  of  the  town  of  London,  two  chains  wide,  a  portion 
of  which  WAS  then,  and  had  for  some  time  been,  iH  the  actual 
possession  of  the  Episcopal  Church,  to  which  body  a  patent  subse- 
quently, and  on  the  18th  of  January,  1886,  was  issued,  granting 
to  them  all  that  parcel  or  tract  of  land,  **  on  which  the  Epis- 
copal Church  now  stands,  and  containing  four  acres  and  two-tenths 
of  an  acre  or  thereabouts,"  upon  an  indictment  for  a  nuisance  in 
stopping  op  the  highway. 

Held^  that  this  survey,  although  made  after  the  grantees  had  gone  into 
possession,  must  prevail  against  such  possession. 
[Hagariy,  J.,  dissenting.] 

The  appellant  John  Mountjoy  was  indicted  for  a 
nuisance  for  unlawfully  and  injuriously  erecting  a  cer- 
tain fence  of  the  length  of  two  hundred  feet,  and  of  the 
height  of  four  feet,  in  a  certain  street  in  the  city  of 
London,  called  East  North  Street,  being  the  Queen's 
common  highway,  whereby  the  same  was  and  is 
straightened,  narrowed  and  obstructed  to  the  great 
damage  of  all  Her  Majesty's  liege  subjects,  &c. 

To  this  indictment  the  defendant 'pleaded  "not  guilty," 
and  was  tried  before  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Richards  in 
the  month  of  March,  1860,  when  the  jury  returned  a 
verdict  of  guilty.  The  effect  of  the  evidence  taken 
upon  the  trial  is  stated  in  the  judgment. 

A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  subsequently  obtained 
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1861.  which  upon  argument  was  discharged.  His  lordship  the 
Chief  Justice  [Robinson]  in  disposing  of  the  case  saying : 
i^Iil  "  ^^®  report  of  the  oase  of  the  Queen  v.  the  Bukop  of 
'Huran^  (a)  will  explain  the  nature  of  the  question  pre- 
sented by  this  case,  which  turns  upon  the  same  patent, 
and  the  same  facts,  though  the  evidence  upon  the  two 
trials  in  some  respects  varies. 

**  The  defendant  in  this  case  is  an  occupant  of  part  of 
the  land,  which  it  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  pro- 
secution is  not  included  within  the  patent  referred  to  in 
the  case  in  the  Common  Pleas,  and  he  has  inclosed  all 
the  land  up  to  the  northern  limit  of  East  North  Street, 
assuming  that  street  to  be  100  feet  wide  only,  and  not 
two  chains,  or  132  feet. 

"The  letters  patent  by  which  the  Crown  granted  certain 
lands  in  and  near  the  town  of  London,  as  an  endowment 
for  the  Rectory  of  St.  Paul's  Church,  in  the  said  town, 
describes  the  land  thus,  of  which  the  defendant  is  in 
possession  of  a  part,  *  all  that  parcel  or  tract  of  land, 
being  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London,  on  which  the 
Episcopal  Church  of  England  now  stands,  and  contain- 
ing four  acres  and  two-tenths,  or  thereabouts.'  It  is 
dated  the  18th  of  January,  1836. 

"  The  question  is,  whether  the  description  in  the  patent 
of  the  land  granted  by  it  did  of  did  not  cover  the  ground 
on  which  the  defendant  has  his  fence,  which  is  com- 
plained of  as  bein^  upon  a  public  highway.  The  trial 
of  the  former  indictment  against  another  defendant, 
bringing  up  precisely  the  same  question  in  effect,  took 
place  before  myself ;  and  though  I  reserved  the  case  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  I  had  formed, 
I  confess,  a  strong  opinion  of  my  own,  that  upon  the 
evidence  given  at  the  trial  the  land  in  question  formed 
a  part  of  the  land  granted  by  this  patent,  and  was  not 
within  the  allowance  for  a  street  or  public  highway. 

"  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  have  decided  otherwbe, 
but  not  without  a  difference  of  opinion. 

"  We  have  read  the  evidence  given  upon  this  trial,  and 
see  nothing  in  it  to  warrant  us  in  holding  that  if  a  con- 
yiction  was  proper  in  the  former  case,  the  same  verdict 

(^  C.  P.  258.  " 


SRBOR  AND  APPBAIi  BEPOBTS.  01 

was  not  also  proper  upon  the  evidence  that  was  given  in    1861. 
the  case  now  before  us.      Whether  the  evidence  given  S-v-*^ 
upon  the  trial  of  this  latter  case  does  not  better  support  a  ^^^^ 
verdict  in  support  of  the  prosecution  than  the  evidence  '^^i 
that  was  given  on  the  .former  case,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  determine,  for  we  think  our  right  course  will  be  to 
defer  to  the  judgment  given  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  rather  than  to  decide  in  opposition  to  it ;  and  in 
this  case  there  can  be  no  difficulty  in  the  defendant  ob- 
taining the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal.    We  give 
judgment,  therefore,  discharging  the  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  and  we  do  so  entirely  on  the  authority  of  the 
judgment  given  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  in 
the  hope  that  the  judgment  may  be  reviewed  on  appeal, 
for  the  case  is  one  of  consequence,  upon  which  I  may 
say  that  there  is  among  the  judges  a  considerable  dif- 
ference of  opinion,  and  the  judgment  of  the  higher 
court  could  not  be  obtained  by  our  taking  any  other 
course  than  affirming  the  conviction." 

From  this  decision  the  defendant  apj>ealed,  assigning 
as  a  reason : 

That  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  patent, 
taken  in  connexion  with  the  evidence  given,  it  should 
be  held  to  embrace  the  land  upon  which  the  fence  com- 
plained of  in  the  indictment  was  erected ;  and  that  the 
learned  judge  should  have  so  directed  the  jury. 

Mr.  J.  TTibon,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  0.  Iioiin$an^  for  ihe 
apppellant. 

Mr.  B.  A.  EarrisoUy  for  the  Crown, 

The  question  involved  in  this  appeal  was  simply 
whether  the  line  as  ran  by  Mr.  Carroll^  the  surveyor,  or 
the  fence  enclosing  the  block  on  which  the  Episcopal 
Church  stood  should  govern ;  the  appellant  contending 
that  the  line  of  fence  should  be  the  boundary,  and  that  the 
learned  judge  should  have  so  charged  the  jury ;  that  not 
having  so  charged  there  had  been  such  a  misdirection  as 
would  entitle  the  appellant  to  a  new  trial. 
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1861,  Sir  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart,  C.  J.— This  appeal 
^J^^v^  brings  up  the  question  whether  the  patent  dated  the 
The  Queen.  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  January,  1836,  setting  apart  for  the  use 
of  the  Church  of  England  the  tract  ot  land  in  the 
city  of  London,  on  which  the  church  then  stood, 
makes  the  fence  which  then  enclosed  the  tract  the 
southern  boundary,  which  would  leave  100  feet  and  no 
more  for  the  breadth  of  North  Street  East,  or  whether 
in  consequence  of  the  government  surveyor,  Mr.  Carroll^ 
'  having  before  the  issue  of  the  patent  run  a  line  and 
marked  it  through  the  inclosed  tract,  intending  it  to 
shew  the  northern  boundary  of  North  Street  East,  the 
line  so  run  must  govern.  In  the  latter  case  the  fence 
which  was  put  up  before  the  making  of  the  patent  and 
which  is  still  maintained  encroaches  upon  the  street  to 
the  extent  of  32  feet  in  depth,  and  to  that  extent  closes 
up  and  obstructs  the  highway. 

This  same  pofnt  had  been  before  discussed  in  a  pro* 
secution  for  nuisance  against  another  defendant,  which 
case  is  reported,  (a)  and  to  which  reference  was 
made  in  the  judgment  given  below  in  disposing  of 
the  case  now  before  us.  In  that  case,  which  was  tried 
before  myself,  it  was  sworn  by  the  surveyor  who  made 
the  original  survey  of  the  new  addition  to  the  town  plot 
of  London  on  which  the  church  referred  to  stands,  that 
he  had  not  run  out  and  marked  any  line  to  define  the 
northern  limits  of  North  Street  East  until  some  time  in 
February,  1836,  which  was  after  the  issuing  of  the 
patent. 

If  that  were  so,  then  the  mention  made  in  the  patent 
of  the  **  ground  on  which  the  church  then  stood  "  could 
not,  I  think,  be  held  to  have  any  reference  to  the  line 
of  the  street  which  had  not  at  that  time  been  run  out^ 
and  for  that  reason,  %nd  upon  the  other  evidence  given, 
I  should  have  thought  it  clear  that  by  the  *'  ground  on 
which  the  church  stood"  we  ought  to  understand  the 
tract  as  actually  inclosed  and  held  with  the  church  at 

(a)  8  C.  P.  268. 
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the  time  the  grant  was  made.    And  I  should  have  so    1861. 
held,  if  it  had  been  left  to  me  to  determine  the  legal 
question,  but  both  parties  desired  that  the  point  should 
be  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  from  nrhich 
the  record  came,  and  I  did  accordingly  reserve  it. 

It  was  afterwards  discovered,  as  it  seems,  that  the 
surveyor  was  mistaken  in  supposing  that  he  had  not  run 
out  and  staked  the  north  line  of  East  North  Street  until 
after  the  completion  of  the  patent;  and  upon  the  trial 
of  the  indictment,  which  is  before  us,  against  this  defen- 
dant, Mountjofff  the  surveyor,  swore  that  he  had  posted 
North  Street,  on  the'  8th  of  January,  1886,  which  was 
ten  days  before  the  patent  is  dated. 

This  is  a  very  material  variation  from  his  former  tes- 
timony, occasioned,  I  suppose,  from  his  having  in  the 
meantime  referred  to  his  field  notes.  And  the  question 
now  is  what,  with  the  knowledge  of  this  fact  before  us, 
we  must  take  to  be  the  southern  limit  of  the  land  granted 
by  the  patent  of  the  18th  of  January,  1836,  in  other 
words,  did  the  Grown  grant,  and  could  the  Crown  grant, 
by  that  patent  the  land  that  was  inclosed  with  the  church 
and  upon  which,  in  that  sense,  the  church  then  s|;ood ; 
or  was  and  is  the  tract  granted,  necessarily  confined  on 
the  south  to  the  northern  limit  of  North  Street  as  laid 
out  in  the  original  survey  of  the  new  town  plot  that  had 
been  made  a  few  days  before  ? 

That  survey  it  is  proved  had  not  been  returned  by  the 
surveyor  to  the  government  till  the  28th  of  March  fol- 
lowing the  issuing  of  the  patent,  and  it  is  not  therefore 
reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  government  referred  to 
any  tract  as  laid  out  in  that  survey,  when  they  used  the 
words  ^^all  that  parcel  or  tract  of  land  being  part  of 
the  town  plot  of  London,  on  which  the  Episcopal  Church 
of  England  now  stands."  If  not  then  what  were  they 
referring  to  ?  Not  surely  to  the  small  space  on  which 
literally  the  church  stood,  that  is,  not  merely  to  the  land 
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1861.    i^overed  by  the  buildingy  because  the  tract  is  described 
"jJJJ^jJ^  in  the  patent  as  containing  four  acres  and  two-tenths  or 

I  confess  I  have  a  strong  conviction  that  as  the  gov- 
ernment from  the  words  used  in  the  patent,  evidently 
were  aware  that  there  was  this  church  standing  upon  a 
certain  tract  in  the  town  of  London,  which  tract  could 
be  seen  and  was  notoriously  marked  by  the  fence  which 
inclosed  it  and  had  inclosed  it  for  a  year  or  more,  they 
meant  to  grant  the  tract  so  inclosed  on  which  the  church 
stood,  and  not  a  tract  as  bounded  by  a  line  drawn  by 
their  surveyor,  of  which  line  they  had  then  no  knowledge, 
nor  until  more  than  two  months  afterwards.  What  I 
mean  is  that  they  most  probably  intended  to  make  the 
grant  conform  to  the  plan  whioh  had  been  made  out  and 
submitted  by  Mr.  Askiiiy  and  which  the  rector  and  con- 
gregation had  been  given  to  understand  had  been  ac- 
ceded to. 

This  plan  gave  to  North  Street  a  width  of  100  feet, 
which  was  S2  feet  more  than  the  width  of  the  streets  in 
the  plot  before  laid  out,  and  more  I  suppose  than  either 
the  government  or  the  inhabitants  of  London  would 
have  expected  to  be  the  width  of  the  streets,  if  there 
had  been  no  such  special  instruction  as  was  given  to  the 
surveyor  by  Colonel  Talbot. 

If  the  church  had  happened  to  be  placed  upon  the 
very  southern  limit  of  the  tract  as  inclosed,  on  the  under- 
standing that  the  patent  had  refefence  to  the  tract  which 
had  been  asked  for,  and  which  they  had  reason  to  believe 
diey  had  obtained,  it  would  have  been  difficult  I  think 
to  contend  that  the  land  covered  by  the  church  was  not 
conveyed  by  the  patent  under  the  words  used.  The  only 
question  then,  I  think,  would  have  been  whether  the 
government  could  legally  grant  the  land  so  covered  by  the 
church,  notwithstanding  it  was  within  the  street  as  it  had, 
before  the  completion  of  the  patent,  been  laid  out  in  &e 
original  survey  of  the  town  plot. 
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That  question  under  any  yiew  of  the  eTidenoe  we  are    1861. 
under  the  necessity  of-  considering,  for  I  understand  it  '"^  ■'' 
to  be  an  undisputed  fact,  that  the  street  had  been  laid     •▼• 
out  on  the  ground  two  chains  wide  before  the  patent  was 
made. 

The  law  existing  on  that  point  at  the  time  the  patent 
issued  in  1836,  was  the  provision  contained  in  the  statute, 
50  Geo.  III.,  chapter  1,  section  12,  which  enacted  that  all 
allowances  for  roads  in  any  town  or  township  laid  out  by 
the  King's  surveyors  shall  be  deemed  common  and  public 
highways  until  such  roads  shall  be  altered  according  to 
the  provisions  of  that  statute,  which  could  only  be  by 
the  justices  in  quarter  sessions. 

This  road  or  street  laid  out  by  the  surveyor  on  the 
8th  of  January,  1836,  according  to  the  evidence  given 
in  this  cause  was  not  altered  in  that  manner,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  ht)ld,  I  think,  that  it  was  less  a  highway 
after  the  patent  of  the  18th  of  January  than  before. 
Whatever  title  to  the  soil  of  the  street  as  laid  out 
that  patent  could  convey  would  be  subject  to  the  right 
of  the  public  to  use  it  as  a  highway.  So  I  think  the 
verdict  must  stand  upon  the  account  which  we  have  of  the 
facts. 

I  think  also  that  Mr.  JtiBtice  Bieharck  was  right  in 
leaving  it  to  the  jury  as  a  mixed  question  of  law  and 
fact,  which  it  was  under  the  evidence,  whether  the  patent 
was  or  was  not  framed  with  reference  to  the  tract  inclosed 
by  the  fence,  for  that  cannot  be  said  to  be  plain  on  the 
face  of  the  patent,  and  I  thiiik  we  should  not  disturb  the 
verdict,  and  that  no  good  would  probably  arise  from  doing 
80,  though  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  matter  for  regret  that 
the  event  of  the  last  trial  should  have  brought  the  mat- 
ter to  this  issue,  for  certainly  100  feet  is  in  all  reason 
sofficient  width  for  the  street,  and  after  an  acquiesence 
of  so  many  years  it  is  hard  I  think  to  disturb  the  bound- 
ary of  the  tract,  especially  if  the  alteration  will  be  in- 
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1861.    jorious  or  i&conTenient  in  regard  to  any  use  that  has 
^'""v^  been  made  of  the  land  in  the  meantime. 

MoubIJqj 

T. 

TiMQaMn.  DRAPER,  C.  J.— The  wholo  qucstion  is,  what  land  is 
granted  by  the  letters  patent  of  the  18th  January,  1836, 
by  the  words,  ^^  all  that  parcel  or  tract  of  land  being 
part  of  the  town  plot  of  London  on  which  the  Episcopal 
Church  of  England  now  stands,  and  containing  4  f^  acres, 
or  thereabouts." 

This  parcel  of  land  was  not  part  of  the  first  survey  of 
the  town  of  London,  which  extended  no  farther  than  to 
the  south  side  of  North  Street.  There  is  no  evidence 
that  the  north  side  of  North  Street  was  then  marked  on 
the  ground,  though  the  grantee  of  any  lot  on  the  south 
side  had  the  assurance  of  a  street  immediately  north 
of  such  lot,  which  according  to  the  plan  adopted  for 
other  streets  would  not  be  less  than  one  chain  wide. 

In  the  latter  part  of  1835,  the  government  ordered 
an  aditional  survey,  increasing  the  area  of  the  town,  and 
including  the  land  in  question.  Mr.  Carroll  if vs  em- 
ployed by  the  Surveyor-General  to  make  this  survey, 
under  such  instructions  as  Colonel  Talbot  might  give 
hhn,  and  Colonel  Talbot  directed  him  to  lay  out  the  new 
portion  of  the  town  in  accordance  with  the  part  already 
surveyed,  only  making  the  streets  two  chains  wide.  Mr. 
Carrol  acted  on  the  instructions,  commencing  his  survey 
on  the  7th  December,  1835.  On  the  8th  of  January,  1836, 
he  posted  East  North  Street,  east  of  Wellington  Street,  and 
extended  the  centre  of  the  streets  around  the  church  bloch^ 
and  finished  posting  those  streets.  *'0n  the  18th  January, 
1836,  he  finished  posting  Church  Street  and  Mark  Lane." 
Mark  Lane  was  only  one  chain  •wide^  the  other  streets 
were  two  chains  wide.  This  survey  with  plan,  &c.,  was 
returned  to  the  Surveyor-General's  office  on  or  about  the 
28th  March,  1836,  and  according  thereto  this  block 
actually  contains  4  /o'o  acres,  and  if  the  defendant  be 
right,  it  would  contain  ^  of  an  acre  more.  Mr.  CarroU 
never  had  any  other  instructions,  and  his  plan  has  ever 
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since  been  acted  upon  in  granting  lots  in  the  town  of    1^61. 
London. 

The  defendant  maintained  the  fence  charged  as  a 
nnisance,  which  fence  stood  within  100  feidt  of  the  south 
side  of  East  North  Street.  For  the  Crown,  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  fence  obstructed  the  public  highway, 
inasmuch  as  Mr.  Carroll  had  laid  out  the  street  in  that 
place,  2  chains  (132  feet)  wide ;  that  his  survey  was 
adopted  by  the  Grown,  and  that  the  Crown  had  done 
nothing  directly  or  indirectly  which  deviated  from  that 
survey,  or  limited  the  width  of  the  street  to  100  feet. 

On  the  defence  Colonel  Askin  produced  a  map 
furnished  to  him  by  the  government,  long  before  the 
last  survey,  of  the  original  town  plot  of  London.  He 
stated  that  the  streets  therein  were  only  66  feet  wide ; 
that  in  Ihe  spring  of  1833  Sir  John  Colhorne^  then 
Lieutenant-Governor  of  Upper  Canada,  visited  London, 
and  Colonel  Askin^  with  the  intention  of  obtaining  a  Jn<i^»»*» 
new  site  for  a  church  and  burial  ground,  accompanied  his 
Excellency  to  the  place  now  in  question,  ''which  was  then 
unsurveyed,"  and  his  Excellency  replied  to  his  applica- 
tion, "  Send  me  down  your  plan,  make  an  application  for 
it,  and  it  shall  be  granted  as  far  as  I  have  any  influence." 
Shortly  afterwards  Colonel  Askin  drew  a  plan,  of  which 
he  produced  at  the  trial  a  copy  as  near  as  he  could  re- 
collect^  making  the  streets  all  round  the  block  100  feet 
wide.  A  petition  was  drawn  up  and  was  forwarded  with 
this  plan  to  the  government,  applying  for  the  land  shewn 
on  the  plan.  This  plan  or  sketch,  (it  was  not  the  result 
of  any  survey  of  the  ground,)  covered  land  not  now 
claimed  to  be  granted  by  the  patent,  for  it  included 
Duke  Street,  since  opened,  and  also  part  of  a  block  now 
belonging  to  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.  It  made 
Mark  Lane  100  feet  wide,  though  the  fence  afterwards 
erected  left  only  66  feet  for  Mark  Lane,  and  it  covered 
considerably  more  land  than  is  specified  in  the  patent. 

The  Bishop  ef  Huron  also  proved  that  the  skptcl^ 
W  yot,  J. 
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1861.  prepared  by  Colonel  Askin  was  forwarded  with  the 
^jr|v~'  memorial,  and  that  he  had  since  made  every  possible 
iiMaimB.  ^^^^^  ^^^  "^^^^^  ^^^  without  success,  and  that  the  plan 
never  was  returned.  That  in  the  fall  of  1833  he  saw 
a  copy  of  an  order  in  council  directing  the  land  to  be 
granted  as  prayed  for  ;  that  after  getting  this  copy  they 
began  to  build  the  church,  which  was  raised  in  the  spring 
of  1884,  and  was  opened  that  season,  and  the  fence  was 
put  up  immediately  after  finishing  that  church,  and  was 
completed  early  in  1886.  That  a  fence  of  rails  was  put 
up  on  the  north  boundary,  but  was  afterwards  removed 
to  the  south,  to  the  line  as  laid  down  there  by  Mr.  Car- 
roll.  The  Bishop  further  stated  that  he  went  to  Toronto, 
just  before  Sir  John  Colbome'%  departure,  in  reference 
to  obtaining  the  patents  for  two  rectories ;  that  there  was 
some  blunder  ;  that  "  things  were  done  in  a  hurry,"  that 
he  went  to  the  Surveyor-General's  oflBce,  "  and^he  clerk 
then  said  they  had  no  plan  and  were  quite  at  a  loss  as 
Jnd^MBt  *^  ^^^  block."  The  clerk  had  the  old  plan,  and  he 
measured  some  of  the  blocks  upon  it,  and  said  this  block 
would  at  all  events  contain  as  much  as  those,  and  he 
gave  that  description  which  was  put  into  the  patent. 
The  Bishop  explained  that  the  order  in  council  referred 
to  in  the  margin  of  the  patent  was  the  one  establishing 
the  rectories. 

L.  Latorason^  Esq.,  stated  that  he  remembered  seeing 
the  order  in  council ;  {Qu.y  the  copy ;)  that  being  church- 
warden at  the  time  he  might  have  received  it,  and  if 
80,  it  was  probably  burnt  in  the  old  church  or  at  his 
own  place.  That  he  had  applied  at  the  government 
office  and  could  not  find  it,  and  was  informed  it  had  been 
mislaid  or  lost ;  that  he  could  find  no  entry  in  any  of  the 
books  or  records  in  relation  to  it  before  the  patent. 

The  learned  judge  durected  the  jury  that  if  there  was 
a  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London  on  which  the  epis- 
copal church  then  stood,  which  was  known  and  recog- 
nised as  a  part  of  the  town  plot  of  Londoui  independent 
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of  CarroWa  Burvej,  that  fact  woald  be  evidence  for  them    1861. 
that  the  patent  was  intended  to  grant  such  part ;  or  if  ^*'^v-^ 
the  grant  was  made  in  relation  to  a  fence  then  standing,       ▼• 
in  either  case  they  should  acquit  the  defendant.     But  if 
the  grant  was  made  to  cover  the  part  of  the  town  plot 
then  being  laid  out,  i.  e.,  the  block  of  land  surveyed  by 
Mr.  Carroll  as  the  chutch  block,  which  survey,  as  re- 
garded that  block,  was  then  completed,  they  should  find 
him  guilty,  and  he  stated  that  in  his  opinion  the  plan 
made  by  Mr.  CbrroK  should  govern,  but  he  left  it  to  them. 
They  found  the  defendant  guilty. 

A  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  the  law  and  evidence 
and  for  misdirection,  because  the  learned  judge  ought  to 
have  ruled  as  a  question  of  law,  that  OarrolVs  survey 
should  not  govern,  and  that  the  patent  should  be  held  to 
embrace  the  land  then  known  as  the  church  block. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  discharged  the  rule,  en- 
tirely on  the  authority  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  in  Regina  v.  The  Bishop  of  Huron,  the 
learned  Chief  Justice  stating  that  there  was  among  the 
judges  a  considerable  difference  of  opinion.  The  appeal 
is  against  that  decision,  and  the  only  reason  of  appeal 
assigned  is,  that  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the 
patent  taken  in  connexion  with  the  evidence  given,  it 
should  be  held  to  embrace  the  land  upon  which  the 
fence  complained  of  in  the  indictment  was  erected,  and 
that  the  learned  judge  should  so  have  directed  the  jury. 
It  does  not  appear  that  this  objection  was  made  at  the 
trial,  or  that  the  learned  judge  was  asked  to  give  such  a 
direction.  In  fact  he  only  expressed  an  opinion,  as  I 
read  his  charge,  on  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  leaving 
it  wholly  open  to  the  jury. 

The  defence  rests,  as  I  understand  it,  on  the  influence 
proper  to  be  allowed  to  external  circumstances,  affecting 
the  construction  of  the  letters  patent,  for  without  the 
aid  of  such  circumstances  it  has  not  been  argued  that 
the  defence  can  succeed. 
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1861.  When  the  case  of  The  Queen  y.  The  Bishop  of  Huron 
^7"">^  was  before  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  I  took  every 
The  QoMB  P®**^^"^®  P**^^  *^  ascertam  what  were  the  facts,  so  far 
as  any  record  could  be  found  of  them  in  the  public  offices, 
connected  with  the  issuing  of  the  patent.  Whateyer  my 
anticipations  might  haye  been,  I  found  nothing  to 
strengthen  the  defence,  and  on  the  facts  proved  in  that 
case  I  thought  and  still  think  the  conviction  right.  I 
felt  the  doubt  which  embarrassed  mj  brother  Sagarty^ 
whether  the  patent  did  identify  the  land  intended  to  be 
appropriated,  and  whether,  therefore,  it  was  not  void  for 
uncertainty. 

The  general  rule  applicable  to  the  construction  of 
grants  from  the  Crown,  is  that  they  'shall  be  construed 
most  favourably  for  the  king.  Though  where  the  grant 
is  ex  speciali  gratify  certd  seientid  et  mero  motu^  the  con- 
struction and  leaning  are  to  be  in  favour  of  the 
jvdinmt.  subject,  (a.)  And  if  the  grant  be  capable  of  two 
constructions,  by  the  one  of  which  it  will  be  valid, 
and  by  the  other  void,  it  shall  receive  that  interpretation 
which  will  give  it  effect.  *'  For  the  king's  honour  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  subject,  such  construction  shall  be 
made,  that  the  king's  charter  shall  take  effect,  for  it  was 
not  the  king's  intent  to  make  a  void  grant,  (b)  and  in  Sir 
J.  Molyn'9 case  ((?)  it  is  said:  "Note  the  gravity  of  the 
antient  sages  of  the  law  to  construe  the  king's  grant 
beneficially  for  his  honour  and  the  relief  of  the  subject, 
and  not  to  make  any  strict  or  literal  construction  in 
subversion  of  such  grants." 

Looking  no  farther  than  the  language  of  the  patent 
there  is  no  difficulty.  It  arises  in  applying  it  to  the 
subject  matter,  to  the  ascertaining  the  thing  granted. 
The  rule  id  cerium  est  quod  cerium  reddi  potest  applies 
in  the  case  of  the  Crown,  and  if  the  grant  has  relation 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  Qrant»  Q.  12.  Bao.  Abr.  Pnerog.  F  2.  Yin.  Abr. 
Prerog.  £o.  8. 

(b)  St  Saviour's  case,  10  Co.  676.         (e)  6  Co.  6. 
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to  that  which  is  certain,  even  though  it  be  bat  mere  mat-    1861. 
ter  of  fact,  or  in  paiSy  it  is  sufficient.  (Com.  Dig.  Grant 
G.  5.  Vin.  Ab.  PraerQg,  R.) 

We  may  without  hesitation  interpret  the  words,  that 
^*  tract  of  land  being  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London 
on  which  the  Episcopal  Church  of  England  now  stands," 
to  mean  the  land  on  which  the  church  was  standing 
used  for  divine  worship  according  to  the  rights  of  the 
Church  of  England,  and  then  one  certainty  is  obtained, 
and  I  agree  fully  with  those  who  contend  that  something 
more  was  meant  than  tbe  actual  ground  covered  by  the* 
fabric  itself,  the  quantity  expressed  in  the  patent, 
4t0  acres,  is  enough  to  establish  that  conclusion ;  and 
in  the  quantity  expressed  we  have  a  second  certainty, 
for  I  treat  the  words  "  or  thereabouts,"  as  equivalent 
to  the  common  phrase  "  more  or  less/'  But  I  wholly 
disclaim  attaching  any  importance,  in  the  construction 
of  the  patent,  to  the  conversation  held  by  Colonel  Askin 
with  the  Lieutenant'  Governor,  For  the  purpose  of  gener- 
ally identifying  the  locality  of  the  proposed  site,  it  is  (as- 
suming it  to  be  evidence  at  all,  on  which  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  express  an  opinion)  really  of  no  value,  for  we 
need  not  seek  outside  the  patent  for  that  purpose,  as 
the  land  to  be  granted  was  that  on  which  the  church 
actually  stood  at  that  time,  though  such  a  description 
would  not  have  been  applicable  when  his  Excellency 
visited  the  proposed  site.  Then  the  suggestion  itself, 
^^send  down  your  plan,  &c.,"  amounts  to  no  more  than 
the  expression  of  a  wish  that  the  application  might  be 
put  into  a  definite  shape,  and  a  readiness  to  give  it  the 
most  favourable  reception.  But  it  conveyed  no  authority 
to  survey  or  mark  out  and  appropriate  any  particular 
piece  of  land,  nor  did  Colonel  Askin  so  understand  it, 
for  he  made  no  survey,  but  merely  a  sketch  to  aocom« 
pany  a  petition  for  a  certain  site  for  a  church  and  burial 
ground.  As  to  any  order  in  council  for  the  grant  of 
the  land  as  pointed  out  by  the  sketch,  I  am  compelled 
to  say,  I  think  there  is  no  legal  evidence  that  it  ever 
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1861.  existed,  and  the  evidence  tends  in  my  humble  judgment 
^jj^^^^  to  negative  its  existence.  With  the  utmost  confidence 
n»Qa«tD  '^^  *^®  integrity  and  good  faith  of  the  witnesses  who 
speak  of  having  seen  a  copy  of  it,  I  think  they  are 
under  some  mistake,  and  if  such  order  is  material  to  the 
defence  it  is  not  proved.  All  the  evidence  refers  to 
a  copy,  for  though  Mr.  LawraBon  speaks  of  ^'the 
order  in  council,"  he  is  evidently  referring  to  the 
same  paper  of  which  the  Bishop  of  Huron  had  just 
before  spoken,  as  the  copy,  and  he  says  immediately 
afterwards,  that  he  had  applied  at  the  government 
office  for  the  original^  and  c<Ald  not  find  any  entry 
in  any  of  the  books  or  records  in  relation  to  it.  So  far 
there  is  no  proof  of  the  existence  of  an  original  of  the 
supposed  copy.  And  if  there  had  been  any  such  order 
we  might  reasonably  expect  to  find  it  referred  to  on  the 
face  of  the  patent  as  the  authority  for  the  grant,  whereas 
there  is  a  reference  to  a  different  order  as  the  auchority, 
JvdfBwt  v£s.,  an  order  of  the  15th  January,  1836.  The  lapse  of 
more  than  twenty  years  may  well  account  for  an  error 
of  recollection  as  to  the  nature  of  the  document  which 
no  witness  speaks  of  having  seen  since  the  date  of  the 
patent.  And  the  well  known  reputation  of  the  then 
clerk  of  the  executive  council  (Mr.  Beikie)  for  scru- 
pulous exactness  in  the  business  of  his  office,  renders  it 
next  to  impossible  that  he  should  have  issued  a  copy  of 
an  order  in  council  for  a  grant  of  land,  of  which  order 
no  trace  can  be  found  in  any  of  the  books  or  records  of 
the  period.  That  no  such  order  reached  the  Surveyor- 
Oeneral's  office  is  pretty  clearly  establiohed  by  the 
Bi»hop*8  evidence,  who  went  there  and  saw  in  what 
manner  the  olerk  framed  the  description,  in  ignorance^ 
apparently,  of  Colonel  Askin's  sketch,  and  of  the 
memorial  which  accompanied  it.  Indeed  if  things  had 
not  ^^been  done  in  a  hurry,*'  it  is  not  improbable  that 
the  framing  the  description  for  patent  would  have  been* 
delayed  until  Mr.  Carroll  who  was  then  making  the  survey 
had  been  referred  to,  or  until  his  plan,  report  and  field 
notes  had  been  regularly  returned.     The  pressing  baste 
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to  get  the  patent  completed  affords  no  argument  againBt    196U 
the  Crown,  if  it  has  not  a  contrary  tendency. 

It  appears  that  in  fact,  on  the  very  day  the  patent 
is  dated  and  recorded,  this  block  of  land  was  suryeyed, 
and  its  boundaries  were  marked  on  the  ground  by  Mr. 
CarroU.  If  the  grant  had  in  express  terms  referred  to 
the  survey  then  in  progress  for  the  limits  of  the  block, 
such  reference  would  have  prevailed,  as  affording  evi* 
dence  of  the  intention  of  the  Crown  in  making  the  grant, 
and  would,  at  least  so  I  apprehend,  have  been  sufficient 
to  define  what  was  granted,  or  to  prevent  the  grant  being 
held  void  for  uncertainty.  Or  if  Mr.  CarrolVa  plan  had 
been  returned  to  the  office  before  the  patent  was  issued, 
and  then  the  grant  had  been  made  in  the  terms  used, 
there  could  have  been  no  doubt  that  the  plan  could  have 
been  referred  to  in  aid  or  construction  of  the  grant  so 
as  to  support  its  validity.  It  seems  to  me,  that  the  fact 
of  the  block  being  actually  designated  on  the  ground  by 
an  officer  employed  by  the  government  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  survey  of  which  that  formed  part,  may 
also  be  referred  to  as  evidence  of  a  third  certainty 
from  which  the  intention  of  the  grant  may  be  ascertained. 

It  has  been  objected  to  this,  that  the  fact  was  un- 
known to  the  Crown  when  the  letters  patent  issued. 
That  certainly  is  so,  but  the  objection  does  not  lie  in 
favour  oT  those  who  set  up  the  fact  of  the  fence  then 
standing  on  the  ground,  as  evidence  that  the  Crown  in- 
tended to  grant  the  land  so  fenced  in  and  occupied  by 
or  for  the  church.  For  there  is  no  proof  whatever,  that 
the  Grown  or  any  of  its  officers  were  aware  that  the  lot 
was  fenced  any  more  than  they  were,  that  Mr.  CarroU 
had  marked  the  boundaries ;  while  the  fencing  was  a 
mere  private  act,  the  survey  was  an  official  one,  and  these 
parties  claiming  under  the  patent  have  never  pretended 
that  the  patent  covered  the  land  as  fenced  in  at  the 
date,any  more  than  that  it  covered  the  land  represented 
by  Colonel  A$kin's  sketch.    As  to  the  former,  the  fence 
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1861.  was  removed  from  north  to  south  to  make  it  correspond 
^^T^l^  vith  Oarroirs  line,  and  as  to  the  latter,  among  other 
Tiwaiietii.  ^^*^g®®>  Mark  Lane,  instead  of  being  100  feet  wide, 
was  laid  out  by  Mr.  Carroll  sixty-six  feet  wide,  and  the 
fence  on  that  side  corresponds  therewith.  Moreover,  the 
fences  were  not  begun  until  after  the  receipt  of  this 
(supposed)  copy  of  an  order  in  council,  and  could  not 
therefore  have  influenced  the  government  in  framing 
such  order,  if  it  ever  existed. 

So  far  as  any  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  patent 
on  the  ground  of  uncertainity  is  concerned,  I  think  I  am 
justified  in  upholding  it,  on  the  facts,  that  the  site  was 
fixed  by  the  existence  of  the  church  thereon ;  that  the 
estimated  quantity  of  land  corresponds  with  the  actual 
quantity;  and  that  the  limits  were  marked  on  the  ground 
by  competent  authority.  I  might  add,  but  that  is  not 
distinctly  proved,  that  CarrolTs  survey  has  ever  since 
its  return  been  recognised  and  acted  upon  by  the  gov- 
ernment. Even  if  the  objection  of  uncertainty  were 
to  prevail,  I  do  not  see  that  it  would  entitle  the 
defendant  to  a  new  trial,  for  establishing  that  the  Crown 
have  made  no  grant,  would  not  establish  that  the  locus 
in  quo  is  not  a  highway.  And  if  it  be  admitted  that 
Carroll* $  instructions  directed  him  to  make  North  Street 
two  chains  wide,  and  that  he  did  so  mark  it  out,  then 
the  defendant  is  maintaining  a  fence  which  encloses 
82  feet  of  North  Street,  and  is  guilty  of  the  nuisance 
charged. 

Hagartt,  J.,  retained  the  opinion  expressed  by  him 
in  the  case  referred  to  in  the  Common  Pleas. 

Per  Curiam. — ^Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
[Hagarty^  J.,  dissenting.] 
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1856. 

[Before  the  Hon.  Sir  J.  B,  Robinson^  Bart.^  0.  J".,  the  '*— v-*-' 
Hon.  W.  H.  Blake^  Chancellor,  the  Hon.  W.  H. 
Draper^  0.  cT".,  C.  P.,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  McLean, 
the  Hon.  V.  O  Esten,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Bums, 
the  Hon.  V.  0.  Spragge,  and  the  Eon:  Mr.  Justice 
B%ehard%.'\ 

Oh  ax  Appbal  fbox  thi  Court  of  Coxxoir  Plkjls. 

Coleman  v.  McDebmott. 

Fru  on  board^Ddioery  of  good§~~Pactici^Co9U — Tmi  of  the  etune$  Of 

the  contract, 

A  party  agreed  to  sell  aod  deliver  **  F.  0.  B./'  4000  barrels  of  flour  by  a 
day  Darned ;  of  this  quantity  8000  had  been  delivered,  but  the  remain- 
ing 1000  barrels  were  not  in  the  posseision  of  the  contracting  party  to 
be  delivered  until  after  the  day  appointed.  Some  days  afterwards 
the  vendors  sent  to  the  broker  who  had  negooiated  the  sale  the 
order  of  another  person  for  the  required  quantity,  which,  after 
taking  some  days  to  correspond  with  their  vendees,  the  purchasers 
agre<^  to  accept  and  paid  the  price  agreed  upon  to  the  broker,  who 
remitted  the  money  to  the  vendors,  and  a  vessel  was  without  delay 
despatched  by  the  purchasers  to  receive  the  flour  on  board :  before 
reaching  the  port  where  the  flour  was  to  be  shipped  on  board  a  fire 
had  taken  place  in  the  warehouse  and  destroyed  the  flour  stored 
therein.  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  shewing  a  setting  apart  of 
the  1000  barrels  of  flour  by  the  vendors  to  answer  their  contract 
with  the  purchasers,  and  that  the  delivery  order  referred  to  such 
specific  1000  barrels,  or  any  acceptance  by  the  purchasers  thereof, 
the  court,  while  expressing  a  dear  opinion  that  under  such  circum- 
stances the  loss  must  fall  upon  the  vendors,  dismissed  an  appeal 
from  the  court  below  granting  a  new  trial  on  the  application  of  the 
vendors,  against  whom  a  verdict  had  been  rendered  for  the  price  of 
the  flour;  the  court  below  having  ordered  such  new  trial  upon  the 
assumption  that  a  certain  fact  material  to  the  consideration  of  the 
point  in  question  was  as  stated,  in  which  case  the  verdict  would 
have  been  wrong,  or  that  such  fact  was  asserted  on  one  side,  and 
denied  on  the  other,  and  the  same  had  not  been  found  one  way 
or  the  other  by  the  jury:  reserving  for  future  consideration  the 
ooflts  of  the  appeal,  thus  leaving  the  new  trial  to  proceed  on  the 
terms  in  which  it  was  ordered. 

The  effect  and  meaning  of  the  words,  **  Free  on  board, *'  considered. 

In  contraots  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  flour  at  a  future  day,  and 
in  tike  oases,  time  is  strictly  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  reported  at  page  303  of  the  fifth  volume  ' 
4)f  the  reports  of  that  court.  « 

From  the  judgment  there  giren  the  plaintiffs  appealed, 
and  a  statement  of  the  case  shewing  the  reasons  for  and 
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1866.    against  such  appeal  was  settled  and  signed   by  tie 
^"Ty"^  counsel  on  both  sides,  as  follows : 


M«Dermott 


Stetomeot. 


The  action  in  the  court  below  was  brought  to  recover 
the  sum  of  £2186  Is.  9d.,  as  and  for  the  price  of  1000 
barrels  of  flour  bought  by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  defen- 
dants, and,  as  the  plaintiffs  allege,  not  deliverd  to  or 
received  by  them,  and  damage  for  the  non-delivery 
thereof. 

The  trial  took  place  at  the  Toronto  autumn  assizes 
for  1855,  before  Sir  J.  JB.  Robinaonj  Chief  Justice  of 
Upper  Canada,  when  a  verdict  was  rendered  for  the 
plaintiffs,  with  £2186  Is.  9d,  damages. 

A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  in  the  following  term  to 
set  aside  this  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  pursuant  to 
leave  supposed  by  defendants'  counsel  to  have  been  re- 
served, or  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection 
and  on  affidavits  filed. 

After  argument  in  Michaelmas  Term  1855,  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  made  the  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial, 
and  by  that  rule  absolute  it  was  ordered,  that  the  ver- 
dict obtained  should  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had 
between  the  parties.  And  the  plaintiffs  now  appeal 
from  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  taking  said  rule  ab- 
solute and  from  said  rule. 

The  grounds  upon  which  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  opposed 
the  said  rule  nisi  before  the  said  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
were  the  following :  that  no  leave  was  reserved  at  the 
trial  to  enter  a  nonsuit ;  that. the  order  on  Eackett  for 
the  delivery  of  the  flour,  signed  by  Cluxton  in  favour  of 
defendants,  and  their  subsequent  transfer  of  said  order 
ito  Goodenoughj  and  Q-ooodenougKs  transfer  to  the 
plaintiffs,  did  not  vest  the  property  in  the  flour  in  the 
plaintiffs  on  receipt  of  said  order  by  them. 

That  the  defendants  having  themselves  acquired  no 
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property  in  the  flour  under  that  order  coald  not  make   1856. 
any  appropriation  of  it  to  the  plaintiffs. 

That  there  could  be  no  delivery  of  the  flour  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  contract  while  any  thing  re- 
mained to  be  done  by  the  defendants,  and  until  the  same 
was  actually  placed  on  board  the  plaintiffs'  vessel. 

That  there  was  no  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the 
said  flour  sufficient  to  vest  the  property  in  it  in  the 
plaintiffs,  either  under  the  contract  or  otherwise. 

That  the  order  on  Hackett  was  never  accepted,  and 
consequently  there  could  have  been  no  delivery  of  the 
the  said  flour. 

That  the  charge  of  Che  learned  judge  to  the  jury  was 
correct  and  unobjectionable,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury 
was  a  correct  finding. 

That  the  affidavits  filed  disclosed  no  ground  for  grant- 
ing a  new  trial,  no  reason  being  shown  why  the  parties 
making  those  affidavits  were  not  in  attendance  at  the 
trial,  and  did  not  then  disclose  the  alleged  facts  or  cir- 
cumstances detailed  in  said  affidavits,  and  said  affidavits 
containing  no  new  matter  which  ought  to  be  considered 
of  sufficient  importance  to  disturb  the  verdict. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  appeal  from  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  granting  a 
rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  are  that  for  the  reasons  above 
stated  or  some  of  them,  the  said  rule  should  have  been 
discharged  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  allowed  to  stand. 

The  defendants  contend  that  they  performed  their 
contract.  That  what  was  done  amounted  in  law  to  a 
delivery  of  the  flour,  and  vested  in  the  plaintiffs  pro- 
perty therein. 

That  the  leari^ed  jmdge  misdireoted  the  jury  at  the 
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1856.  trial,  and  should  have  left  it  to  tbem  to  say  whether 
^^^]^|^  Haekett  was  not  before  the  fire  holding  the  flour  as  die 
MoDiaottP^*^^*^^^'  property. 

That  he  ought  to  have  charged  the  jury  to  find,  and 
they  ought  to  have  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 
That  the  afiidavits  filed  shew  sufficient  grounds  for  grant- 
ing a  new  trial,  and  that  the  rule  absolute  for  granting 
a  new  trial  in  this  cause  should  be  sustained,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  affirmed. 

Mr.  Connor^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Q-dlty  for  the  appellants. 

Mr.  Vankoughnet^  Q.  C,  for  the  respondents. 

The  cases  relied  on  by  counsel  appear  in  the  judg- 
ment and  in  the  report  of  the  case  in  the  court  below, 
where  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence  in  the  cause  are 
clearly  and  fully  set  forth. 

Sib  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart.,  C.  J.*— I  do  not  think 
any  difficulty  is  created  in  this  case  by  the  circumstance 
that  the  action  is  brought  in  the  name  of  three  plaintiffs, 
while  the  broker  seems  to  have  been  under  the  impres- 
Jndgment  gj^^  ^j^^^.  j^^  ^^^  making  the  bargain  only  in  behalf  of  two. 
The  defendants  have  founded  upon  this  variance  an 
objection  to  the  plaintiffs*  recovery,  but  whether  it  arose 
from  the  broker  not  being  fully  informed  of  all  who 
were  to  have  an  interest  in  the  flour  he  was  buying,  or 
from  his  mistaking  his  instructions,  it  is  of  no  moment ; 
the  question  is  who  were  really  the  parties,  and  in  many 
cases  of  this  kind  the  objection  has  been  held  not  to  be 
fatal. 

Then  as  to  the  main  question.  An  accidental  fire 
has  occurred,  by  which  1000  barrels  of  flour,  which  it 
was  intended  were  to  pass  from  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiffs,  have  been  destroyed  before  they  got  into  the 
actual  possession  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  (as  I  suppose  the 
defendants  would  rather  the  fact  should  be  stated)  before 
they  had  been  shipped  by  them  for  the  plaintiffSi  as  they 
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were  to  be,  free  of  charge.    It  is  not  pretended  that   1866* 
either  party  wag  to  blame  for  the  accident  by  which  the 
flour  was  deatroyed,  and  it  is  quite  natural  under  the 
circumstances  that  each  should  desire  to  escape  from 
the  loss  by  throwing  it  upon  the  other. 

When  the  facts  of  such  a  esse  are  ascertained,  as  I 
think  they  have  been  in  this,  in  regard  to  all  essential 
particulars,  it  rests  with  the  law  to  determine  upon 
which  of  the  parties  the  loss  must  fall,  and  when  a  clear 
conclusion  can  be  arrived  at  upon  admitted  legal  prin- 
ciples, the  losing  party  must  submit  as  he  would  to  any 
other  misfortune  however  the  case  may  seem  to  him ; 
for  the  law  must  be  allowed  to  govern,  otherwise, 
dealers  in  such  transactions  would  never  knowtheir  rights, 
and  there  would  be  utter  uncertainty  in  conducting 
a  description  of  business  in  which  the  utmost  certainty  is 
desirable. 

When  this  case  was  before  me  at  nUi  priusy  I  saw  •''"*«»«»*• 
that  there  was  a  large  amount  of  money  at  stake,  and 
that  some  rather  nice  points  were  to  be  determined 
between  parties,  none  of  whom,  I  am  persuaded,  are 
insisting  upon  any  thing  that  they  think  wrong,  and  I 
intended  to  have  confined  myself  to  obtaining  the  con- 
clusions of  the  jury  upon  the  facts,  leaving  the  law  to  be 
determined  by' the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  which  was  in 
possession  of  the  cause,  without  prejudice  from  any 
opinion  of  mine  hastily  formed  at  niaiprius^  which  could 
be  of  little  value,  but  one  of  the  parties  would  not  agree 
to  the  course  which  is  usual  on  such  occasions,  though  it 
cannot  be  taken  without  consent,  and  acting  upon  the 
view  which  I  then  took  of  the  case,  I  told  the  jury  that 
taking  the  facts  to  be  as  they  had  found  them,  I  con- 
sidered that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  their  verdict. 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  taking  a  different  view 
of  the  law  has  granted  a  new  trial,  and  it  is  most  pro- 
bable they  are  right,  but  as  I  have  not  with  the  advan- 
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iSfiSk    iftge  of  fivA^r  oolisideiiatioivcome  to  diat  conclusion,  I 
nwt  1^  ihe  opiflion  whiidi  Z  entertain. 

There  eeeme  to  bvre  been  no  diffimdty  or  miannder- 
Btanding  in  regard  to  tke  place  of  delivery. 

The  plaiAtiffii  had  receiTed  part  of  the  4,000  barrels 
at  iCobourg,  and  part  at  Port  Hope,  and  they  seem  to 
have  been  content  to  take  the  floor  at  either  place. 

iphejk^  on  the  12t)l^  April,  18£^,  th^  defendants  bound 
tben^lves  to  deliver  4,000  b^irels  oT  Peterborp'  mills 
flour  free  on  board  at  228.  6d.;  2,000  on  or  before  1st 
May  next,  a^d  2,000  before  1st  June  next.  Cash  to  be 
paid  on  deljiye^i  or  on  irarejioiw  recejlpts. 

There  is  seldom,  I  dare  say,  any  misunderstaDding 
between  parties  as  to  what  is  meant  in  such  cases  by  the 
undertaking  to  deliver  ^^Jree  on  board.*' 

All  that  the  buyer  cares  about  is  too  plainly  expressed 
to  admit  of  doubt  He  is  to  have  the  flour  on  board  at 
the  price  per  barrel  that  has  been  named,  without  any 
addition  on  account  of  charges  or  expenses  of  any  kind, 
and  whether  the  seller  puts  it  on  board  the  vessel  that 
is  sent  to  receive  it,  or  whether  the  buyer  is  left  to  do 
it  at  the  expense  of  the  seller,  is  so  much  the  same  thing 
that  it  is  not  likely  to  raise  a  question;  but  in  strictness 
I  take  it  the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  undertaking  ia 
the  same  as  it  wopld  be  if  the  seller  engaged  to  deliver 
the  flour  into  the  bnyers'  warehouse  free  of  charge. 

I  oonsider  Aat  the  sellers  in  the  present  case,  if  they 
chose,  mi^t  have  insisted  that  it  was  their  part  to  put 
the  flou^  oa  board  the  vessel,  and  that  the  buyers  could 
npfe  again3t  their  will  interfere  with  the  possession  of  the 
flour  till  they  had  got  it  on  board,  and  if  so,  it  must  fol- 
low that  the  bayejcs  could  insist  upon  that  being  done 
by  the  sellers,  for  either  party  may  insist  upon  the 
contend  being  earned  strictly  into  effiBot. 
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Tkk  16  as  to  the  manner  of  i^retj :  tikon  a£^  to  tbe  19M. 
time,  there  can  be  no  donbt  tbai  it  nil  sack  oiiMi  tkiie 
IB  the  very  esBence  of  the  eotitrii(t.  Th^la^sedfaf 
single  day,  the  arriral  of  a  packet  ifr^  jM'odtacci  iehan^e 
in  the  flonr  market  very  injnrioatr  to  holctert,  and  to 
those  who  are  under  contract  to  deliver  at  cfchrtSain  speci- 
fied prices.  The  trade  conld  therefore  not  be  cattted  tfh 
with  safety  nnless-  parties  were  allb#ej(  to  insidt  ttpon 
strict  punctnality  as  to  the  time  of  delitery. 

Now  in  this  case^  the  last  2000  barrels  of  flolnr  were 
to  have  been  all  delivered  by  the  Ist  June.  The  defbn- 
dants  it  appeared  had  madcf  ap  their  mifiids  to  deliver  that 
flour  at  Port  Hope,  but  they  bad  it  not  ready  at  the  day. 
The  plain  tiffs  had  been  enquiring  of  Uiebr<Aer  atToronto, 
anxious  to  hear  of  its  being  ready  for  them.  On  the  6di, 
as  the  defendants  allege,  they  had  in  SaeketVi  store  at 
Port  Ilope  the  quantity  of  flour  which  they  ought  to 
have  had  tbere  on  the  1st,  and  on  the  7th  they  wrote 
communicating  the  fact  to  the  broker  at  Toronto.  The 
plaintiffs  did  not  receive  the  iiiformatiM  till  the  0th 
June.  They  had,  it  seems,  made  arrangements  for  Um 
sale  of  the  flour  in  New  York,  having  reference  to  the 
time  when  they  would  have  been  in  a  conditaon  to  deliver 
it  if  the  defendants*  contract  with  them  had  been  fulflUed, 
and  before  they  would  accent  of  ^is  late  delivery  they 
desired  to  learn  whether  the  persons  who  bad  agreed  to 
purchase  it  from  them  would  abide  by  their  eodtfaot. 
They  were  entitled  to  take  the  time  tb»t  waik  nettessary 
for  ascertaining  this,  and  as  solon  as  they  bad  receive 
an  answer,  which  they  were  satisfied  with,  tfcey  tele- 
graphed to  OsWego  to  have  a  vessel  sent  aoross  to  t&k^ 
in  the  flour  and  convejr  it  to  that  port.  Their  itstrve- 
tions  were  promptly  ^ven  and  carried  promptly  ifito 
effect,  and  on  the  16th  Jane  their  vetosel  arrived  at  P^ 
Hope  to  receive  the  flour.  It  was  sworn  at  the  trial  by 
a  witness  conversant  with  the  trade^  that  there  Was  no 
want  of  reasonable  diligence  in  the  plaintiffs'  arrange- 
ments, from  the  time  they  were  «|^rii#d  of  tte  4eur 
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1856.  being  ready,  but,  on  the  ccmtrary,  that  they  were  actiye 
^T7^^^^  a»d  prompt.  The  jury  also  foand  that  the  plaintiffs 
▼•  had  lost  no  time  in  sending  the  vessel,  and  any  one 
acquainted  with  the  commerce  between  the  lake  ports 
would  come,  I  should  think,  to  the  same  conclusion. 
This  being  so,  it  is  the  same  as  if  the  plaintififs'  vessel 
presented  itself  at  Port  Hope  on  the  1st  of  June,  and  the 
master  on  applying  for  the  flour  had  been  told  that  it 
could  not  be  delivered,  because  it  had  been  burned  in 
the  warehouse  the  night  before ;  for  the  delay  which 
occurred  had  been  for  the  convenience  of  the  defendants 
and  not  for  the  plaintiffs.  That  the  defendants  could 
not  deliver  what  they  had  undertaken  to  deliver  would  of 
course  be  no  excuse.  But  the  defendantiv^<>°^^^^  ^^^^ 
by  what  had  taken  place  the  plaintiffs  did^  in  fact  get 
the  flour,  that  it  was  the  plaintiffs'  flour  and  not  the 
defendants'  which  was  burnt  in  Haeketfs  warehouse ;  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  the  persons,  therefore,  who  must  bear 
the  loss. 

That  the  plaintiffs  had  paid  for  the  flour  without 
actually  receiving  it  cannot  place  them  in  a  worse 
situation  than  they  would  otherwise  have  been  in.  If 
they  had  paid  for  all  the  flour  in  advance,  relying  upon 
the  defendants'  contract  being  fulfilled,  that  could  have 
made  no  difference  against  them.  They  paid  the  money 
after  receiving  the  message  on  the  7th  June  that  the 
flour  was  ready  for  them,  but  that  was  because  the 
defendants  through  the  broker  were  pressing  for  it.  The 
plaintiffs  did  not  pay  without  hesitation,  seeing  that  the 
order  was  not  even  accepted,  and  all  that  can  be  said 
of  that  is  that  they  were  satisfied  with  the  broker's  re- 
sponsilbility  and  were  not  afraid  to  run  the  risk.  It 
would  be  unfair  towards  the  plaintiffs  to  treat  the  pay- 
ment thus  made  by  them  as  an  acknowledgment  that  they 
had  no  further  claim,  and  that  the  defendants  had  ful* 
filled  the  contract. 

Then  as  to  the  other  facts  in  the  case,  assummg  as  I 
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do,  that  the  last  1000  barrels  of  flour  had  been  delivered  1866. 
in  EackeU'%  store,  and  had  been  there  piled  up  apart  "Tp^"*^ 
from  other  flour,  as  intended  for  the  plaintiffs,  upon  „^j,JJ„^^ 
some  understanding  that  had  taken  place  between  the 
defendants  and  Cluztan,  who  had  sold  the  flour  to  them, 
that  was  only  in  the  nature  of  things  an  arrangement 
made  by  the  defendants,  and  if  it  had  been  shewn  in  the 
clearest  manner  that  they  had  gone  to  the  warehouse- 
keeper  ffacketty  and  told  him  that  the  1000  barrels  last 
sent  by  Cluoi^n  were  intended  to  be  shipped  for  the 
plaintiffs,  and  must  be  kept  apart  by  him  for  that  pur- 
pose, that  would  only  have  shewn  that  they  made  such 
arrangements  as  they  found  most  convenient  for  enabling 
themselves  to  fulfil  their  contract,  not  literally  as  to 
time,  but  later  than  had  been  appointed  if  the  plaintiffs 
should  be  willing  to  accept  it. 

The  warehouse  in  trhich  the  flour  was  deposited  was 
not  the  plaintiffs'  warehouse,  nor  one.  over  which  they  had  Jodgmnt 
any  control. 

Then  there  is  only  this  further  fact  in  the  case,  that 
Cfltuetany  having  from  time  to  time  sent  in  flour  to  be 
stored  in  Haekett'%  warehouse,  on  the  6th  June  sent  to 
the  defendants  from  Peterboro'  an  order  upon  Hackett 
to  deliver  to  fhem  1000  barrels  of  flodr  of  the  Peterboro' 
and  Otonabee  mills,  ^^free  on  board,"  and  to  charge  him 
with  the  wharfage,  on  which  order  the  defendants,  without 
getting  it  accepted  by  Hackett,  endorsed  a  direction  to 
Hackett  to  deliver  the  flour  to  Q-oodenough,  the  broker, 
or  order,  and  Goodenough  endorsed  it  to  the  plaintiffs. 

It  seems  that  when  Oluxton  wrote  that  order  on  the 
6th  June,  he  had  not  then  in  the  store  the  full  quantity 
of  flour,  though  all  that  was  deficient  arrived  soon  after. 
This  order  not  accepted  by  Hackett  was  not  binding  upon 
him,  and  did  not  pass  the  property  so  as  to  put  it  beyond 
the  control  of  the  defendants.  All  that  can  be  said  of 
it  is,  that  it  enabled  the  plaintiffs  to  go  with  it  in  their 
•    6T  voii.  I. 
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1866.  haadfl,  as  it  appears  Mr.  Prtmdfoot  did  before  the  flour 
arrived,  and  to  shew  to  Mr.  Eachett  that  he  would  be 
safe,  if  he  chose  to  do  it,  in  letting  him  have  the  flour, 
and  that  the  plaintiiTs  wwe  aathorised  to  call  npon  him 
to  deliver  the  floor  at  least  on  the  wharf,  and  in  striot- 
ness  on  board  of  the  vessel  free  of  charge. 

I  do  not  see  how  it  can  be  held  in  this  case  that 
nothing  remained  to  be  done  by  the  vendors.  HackeU 
still  held  the  flour  as  th^r  agent,  he  had  not  attorned  to 
the  plaintiffs,  and  if  when  the  unaccepted  order  came  to 
him  he  had  received  no  contrary  instructions,  and  was 
willing  to  comply  with  it,  and  if  this  flour  had  been  still 
in  store,  he  would  still  have  had  a  service  to  perform  on 
behalf  of  the  vendors,  that  is  to  produce  the  flour  on  the 
wharf,  and  to  pay  the  wharfage,  and  to  ship  it  also,  as 
I  think,  if  that  should  be  required  of  him.  ' 

The  plaintiffs,  it  appears  to  me,  were  not  in  a  position 
to  maintain  trover  for  the  flour  at  any  time  before  it  was 
destroyed,  either  against  the  wharfinger  if  he  had  re- 
fused to  deliver  it,  or  against  Clt/u^n  or  the  defendants 
if  they  had  diverted  the  flour  into  any  other  channel. 

I  take  this  to  be  so  clear  in  reason  as  well  as  in  law, 
that  if  the  price  of  the  flour  had  not  hapfened  to  have 
been  paid  befofe  it  was  burnt,  I  doubt  whether  the 
defendants  would  have  been  disposed  to  sue  for  the 
amount  which  they  were  only  entitled,  by  the  very  terms 
of  the  contract,  to  receive  upon  delivery  of  the  floor  or 
of  a  warehouse  receipt  for  it,  for  they  coold  hardly  have 
supposed  that  an  unaccepted  order  upon  the  warehouse 
keeper  amounted  to  a  warehouse  receipt. 

Bttt  if  they  ooold  not  have  recovered  tkt  price  wider 
tfieae  <»rmim8taaees  they  can  no  more  retain  it,  havkg 
keen  paid  aa  it  was  in  reliaiice  upon  their  fulfilment  of 
tfie  eentrack  The  plaintiflb  may  fairly  say  to  the  defen- 
4ittfti»  ^'Wenereiiot  boaadto  payymtiiesieMy  till 
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JOB  had  delivered  to  bb  the  Hobt  free  on  board  or  a  18I6L 
warehouse  receipt;  job  haye  never  in  fact  done  the 
one  thing  or  other,  but  as  yon  were  pressing  for  the 
money  and  shewed  ns  that  yon  had  in  store  a  snflldent 
quantity  of  flour  ready  to  be  delivered,  we  paid  tM 
•  money,  trusting  that  all  would  be  right.  We  have  siBoe 
called  Bpon  you  for  the  'flour,  and  you  have  failed  to 
deliver  it  as  you  engaged  to  do,  pay  bs  back  therrfore 
OBT  money/* 

All  that  the  defendants  allege  is,  we  should  have  had  the 
flour  to  deliver  to  you  if  it  had  not  been  burnt.  That 
is  a  misfortune  against  which  they  could  have  guarded 
by  insurance — not  having  done  so  there  is  a  loss 
to  be  borne  by  the  one  party  or  other.  Mr.  Justice 
BayUtfj  in  Tarling  v.  Baxter^  ((i)  says :  "  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  loss  must  fall  upon  him  in  whom  the  property 
was  vested  at  the  time  when  it  was  destroyed  by  fire.*' 
And  the  plaintiffs  not  having  purchased  from  the  defen-  < 
dants  any  specific  lot  of  flour,  but  only  contracted  for  a 
certain  quantity  to  be  delivered  to  them,  and  not  having 
the  flour  that  was  burnt  ever  placed  under  their  control, 
or  delivered  into  their  possession,  or  acknowledged  by 
any  one  to  be  held  for  them,  and  in  their  name,  I 
think  it  clear  that  the  loss  rests  with  the  defendants  and 
not  with  them.  In  the  case  of  WiUiama  v.  Everett,  (6) 
Lord  Mhnborough  states  the  rule  which  is  to  be 
applied  in  such  cases  very  clearly.  ''In  all  cases" 
(he  says) ''  of  specific  property  being  lost  in  the  hands  of 
an  agent,  when  the  agent  is  not  himself  responsible  for 
the  cause  of  the  loss,  the  liability  to  bear  the  loss  is  the 
test  and  consequence  of  being  the  proprietor,  at  the 
principal  of  iwh  agent  *^  • 

Surely  there  is  no  ground  on  which  it  can  be  held 
that  HaohM  in  this  case  was  dw  agent  of  the  plaialiffs, 
whatever  he  might  have  been  if  he  Jbad  aeoepted  Cha^ 
im*<  order,  or  had  in  any  other  auinntr  made  himadlf 

(a)  6  B.  ft  G.  868.  {h)  14  B.  R.  697. 


456  BRBOR  AND  APPEAL  REPOBTS. 

1850.    respoDBible  to  the  plaintiffs,  cases  on  this  point  are 
numerous ;  it  is  sufficient  to  cite  BentaU  v.  Bum.  (a) 

And  it  is  material  to  consider  in  this  case,  that  the 
order  on  ffackettj  which  was  jet  unaccepted,  and  not 
even  shewn  to,  or  communicated  to  him  before  the  flour 
was  burnt,  was  not  an  order  to  deliver  it  to  the  plain- 
tiffs but  to  the  defendants,  and  if  it  did  not  by  mere 
force  of  the  order  to  deliver  operate  as  a  transfer  of  the 
property  and  possession  to  the  defendants,  then  the 
defendants  had  not  up  to  the  time  of  the  fire  even  the 
ability  to  deliver  the  flour  in  question.  It  is  necessary, 
moreover,  to  consider  that  the  application  of  a  large 
class  of  cases  which  the  defendants'  counsel  have  relied 
on,  is  excluded  by  the  fact  that  the  contract  in  this  case 
was  not  for  the  purchase  by  the  plaintiffs  of  any  specific 
parcel  of  flour  then  belonging  to  the  defendants,  but 
was  an  executory  contract  binding  the  defendants  to 
deliver  free  on  board  flour  of  certain  descriptions,  to  be 
paid  for  on  delivery  or  production  of  warehouse  receipts. 

These  last  words  must  be  taken  to  mean  different 
things,  not  one  and  the  same ;  that  the  flour  was  not 
actually  delivered  into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs  is 
certain,  and  equally  certain  that  the  plaintiffs  never  got 
the  warehouse  receipts.  And  as  to  the  defendants 
having  ever  put  it  in  the  power  of  the  plaintiffs  to  obtain 
immediate  possession,  it  is  plain  they  did  not,  for  the 
plaintiffs  cklled  for  the  flour  as  soon  as  they  could  after 
hearing  that  it  was  ready,  and  neither  got  nor  could  get 
any  flour,*  nor  did  they  hold  any  document  by  which 
they  could  have  compelled  the  delivery  of  the  flour  by 
the  warehouse  keeper  if  it  had  then  been  in  the  ware- 
house- 
In  the  multitude  of  cases  on  this  important  branch  of 
the  law,  there  are  some  which  are  apparently  contra- 
dictory, and  some  that  have  been  expressly  overruled, 
(a)  6  J>.  &  B.  284. 
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The  tendency  of  the  mote  modern  decisions  is  to  limit    1866. 
within  more  precise  bounds  than  formerly  the  effect  of  ' 
a  mere  delivery  order ;  those  which  tnm  upon  the  right, 
to  stop  in  transitu,  and  upon  the  sufficiency  of  an  accept- 
ance under  the  statute  of  frauds  only  embarrass  such 
cases  as  the  present,  because  they  have  been  disposed 
of  cm  different  considerations  and  are  not  applicable. 

Among  those  which  are  free  from  this  objection, 
that  of  Alexander  y.  Gardner  (a)  appears  to  support 
the  most  strongly  the  defendants'  case,  but  suppos- 
ing that  case  to  be  rightly  decided,  it  differs  in  this 
respect  from  the  present,  that  there  the  goods  had  been 
already  shipped  "/ree  on  board  '*  by  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  suing  for  the  price,  and  the  defendants  had  received 
and  retained  the  bill  of  lading.  The  contract  was  there- 
fore held  to  have  been  complied  with. 

Bills  of  lading  and  delivery  orders  are  not  recognised 
as  standing  on  the  same  footing.  If  they  were,  it  would 
be  impossible  I  think  to  reconcile  the  judgment  of  the 
court  in  Alexander  v.  Gardner^  with  the  late  judgment 
in  the  Exchequer  in  Farina  v.  Some,  {b) 

The  court  finds  in  this  case  that  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  appears  to  have  proceeded  upon  assuming, 
as  a  fact,  that  the  defendants  had  set  apart  in  Saekett's 
warehouse  a  certain  1000  barrels  of  flour  to  answer  upon 
their  contract  with  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  their  deliv^ 
order  referred  to  such  specific  1000  barrels  set  apart  by 
them  in  the  warehouse  for  that  purpose. 

• 

We  do  not  see  such  a  setting  apart  of  a  precise  quan- 
tity, or  1000  barrels  to  the  defendants,  distinct  from  all 
other  flour,  made  out  by  the  evidence,  and  accordbg  to 
the  report  of  the  two  judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  who  concurred  with  the  late  Chief  Justice,  in  that 

(«)  1  Bing.  N.  C..671.  (6)  16  M.  &  W.  119. 
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1856.  judgment  it  appears  to  be  fair  that  we  should  take  the 

^^J^^  judgment  to  be  nothing  more  than  the  expression  of  the 

MeDmnotL  ^P^'^*^^  ^^  ^^^  court,  that  if  this  assumed  fact  existed, 

each  would  be  their  conclusion  upon  the  legal  right  of 

"     the  parties,  and  that  if  it  be  understood  to  be  denied  bj 

the  counsel  that  the  fact  assumed  has  been  established 

'  in  evidence,  there  should  be  a  new  trial  in  order  to  have 

that  question  of  fact  ascertained. 

It  appears  to  us  that  a  new  trial  was  ordered  upon  the 
principle,  that  either  the  fact  was  so,  in  which  case  the 
verdict  was  wrong,  or  that  there  is  this  fact  asserted  on 
the  one  side  and  denied  on  the  other,  and  not  found 
one  way  or  the  other,  and  therefore  we  think  it  due  to 
the  parties  to  suffer  the  new  trial  to  take  place,  as  it 
may  turn  out  to  be  a  material  fact  in  the  decision  of  the 
case* 

joAtfiMtti  The  appeal  is  therefore  dismissed,  reserving  the  costs 
of  the  appeal  for  future  consideration,  and  leaving  the 
new  trial  to  take  place  on  the  terms  in  which  it  was 
ordered. 
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[Before  the  San.  Sir  J.  B.  Eobinson,  BaH.y  0.  J.,  the    ^^^' 
Eon.  W.  H.  Draper^  O.  B.,  C.  J.  0.  P.,  the  Son.  '~^' 
Viee-OhaneeUar  Eeien^  the  Sim.  Mr.  Justice  Bumey 
the  Eon.   Viee-OhanceUor  Spraggey  the  Son.  Mr. 
JuHiee  Sieharday  and  the  Son*  Mr.  Juetiee  Sagarty.^ 
Or  am  Appb&l  nox  vam  Qovxt  of  Qom's  BnoB. 
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MaUr  and  endarter-^Evidenee^Staiutet  5   W.  IV.,  eh.  1,  and  12 
Vie.,  eh.  70. 

Tke  efftet  of  the  12  Tiotorl*,  «htpt«r  70,  eommofily  ealM  **  The 
ETidenoe  Aot,"  wu  not  to  rtpeal  the  6  WUMam  I V.*  chapter  1 : 
where,  therefore,  the  maker  and  endoner  of  a  promiraory  note 
were  sued  together  in  one  aotion,  and  eaoh  plead^  a  plea  setting 
np  want  of  consideration  for  making  and  endorsing  the  note 
respeodToly,  heid,  that  thia  did  not  preolnde  the  one  defendant 
ealUng  and  examining  liie  oo-defendant  to  prore  the  trufk  of  soch 
plea  in  faTour  of  the  party  eo  calling  hioL 

This  was  an  appeal  bj  the  defendants  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Ben(A,  in  the  suit  of 
MoffaU  y.  Boberieony  as  reported  in  the  reports  of  that 
court,  volume  xiz.,  page  401^  where  the  pleadings  and 
facts  are  fully  set  forth. 

Mr.  Seet^  Camerany  in  8aKX)rt  of  the  appeal,  referred 
to  SamiUon  r.  Pkifpe.  {a) 

Mr.  JSccleMy  Q.  C,  for  respondents,  relied  upon  the 
reasons  assigned  by  the  court  below  in  deliTering  judg- 
moift  as  a  ground  for  sustMning  the  Judgment.  He  ijso 
referred  to  the  Consolidated  Statutes,  chapter  82,  sec- 
tions  8  and  5,  and  chapter  42,  section  2T. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  bj 

D&APBB,  0.  J.— The  plaintiffs  have  sued  the  defendant 
Bobertaon  as  maker,  and  the  defendant  Betmieh  as 
endorser  of  a  promissory  note.  Bach  ddfendant  has 
separately  (among  other  answers)   pleaded  that  the 

(a)  7  Ghraat,  48S.  " 
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1861.  note  was  made  and  endorsed  in  part  performance  of 
an  agreement  between  plaintiffs  and  defendants,  that 
defendants  would  respectively  make  and  endorse  this 
and  some  other  notes  and  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiffs 
in  consideration  of  plaintiffs  assigning  to  them  a  certain 
judgment,  and  which  judgment  the  plaintiffs  never  have 
assigned,  &nd  that,  therefore,  there  never  was  any  con- 
sideration for  defendants  making  or  endorsing,  or  for 
plaintiffs  holding  the  'note  sued  upon*  The  defendant 
Beamish  also  pleaded  non  indorsavit.  Issue  was  taken 
by  the  plaintiffs,  who  at  the  trial  called  the  defendant 
Robertson  exclusively  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the 
endorsement  by  Beamish.  After  Robertson  had  given 
this  testimony,  BeamisVs  counsel  desired  to  cross- 
examine  him  for  the  purpose  of  proving  Beamish* s  plea, 
that  the  plaintiffs  held  the  note  without  consideration. 
The  learned  judge  refused  to  allow  such  cross-examina- 
*    tion,  and  he  also  refused  to  allow  Beamish^  who  was 

joAgmmt  called  as  a  witness  for  Robertson^  to  be  examined  for 
a  like  purpose.  The  plaintiffs  thereupon  obtained  a 
verdict,  and  the  defendants  subsequently  took  out  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  learned 
judge's  ruling  in  this  particular  was  incorrect.  The 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  after  argument  discharged  the 
rule,  and  the  present  appeal  is  brought  against  that 
decision. 

But  for  the  statute  of  Upper  Canada,  5  William  IV., 
chapter  1,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  have  sued  these 
defendants  in  one  action  on  the  note  declared  upon. 
The  legislature  in  passing  that  statute  certainly  did  not 
intend  to  place  parties  to  bonds,  bills  of  exchange, 
promissory  notes,  &c.,  under  any  disadvantage  in  defend- 
ing themselves  against  unjust  demands,  while  it  was 
intended  to  prevent  costs  being  incurred  in  separate 
suits  against  several  parties  to  the  same  instrument, 
first,  by  enabling  the  holders  to  sue  all  the  parties  in 
one  action,  and  second,  by  depriving  the  holders  of  the 
right  to  recover  any  costs  beyond  disbursements  in  mors 
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than  one  action,  unless  there  were  circumstances  to    1861. 
prevent  all  such  parties  being  sued  together. 

The  act,  though  in  one  sense  enabling,  .was  intended 
as  a  restriction  upon  plaintiffs,  not  on  defendants,  as  to 
whom  it  expressly  provided  that  in  every  suit  brought 
under  its  provisions,  any  defendant  should  be  entitled 
to  the  testimony  of  a  co-defendant,  if  he  would  have  been 
so  entitled  had  the  co-defendant  not  been  a  party  to 
the  suit  or  individually  named  in  the  record. 

It  is  not  denied  that  if  the  plaintiffs  had  brought 
separate  actions  against  these  defendants,  each  would 
have  been  entitled  to  the  testimony  of  the  other,  though 
each  relied  upon  the  same  identical  defence.  The  fact 
that  the  defence,  if  true  and  if  proved,  would  discharge 
the  party  called  as  a  witness  in  the  action  in  which 
he  was  defendant,  would  afford  ground  to  dispute  his 
credibility,  but  not  his  competency.  He  would  be  com-  jodsmmi. 
petent,  because  the  verdict  rendered  upon  his  testimony 
would  not  be  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  action  against 
himself.  It  would  make  no  difference  if  the  self-same 
jurors  who  acted  upon  his  evidence  were  also  empanelled 
to  try  his  defence,  for  if  they  acted  without  proof  on  the 
second  trial,  because  of  what  had  been  proved  on  the 
first,  the  court  would  set  aside  their  finding,  and  grant 
a  new  trial.  And  so,  I  apprehend,  under  the  Act  5th 
William  lY.,  if  one  defendant  had  called  another  to 
prove  his  defence,  and  the  defendant's  witness  made  a 
statement  in  his  own  favour,  in  consequence  of  which 
the  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  both  defendants,  the 
court  would  grant  a  new  trial  as  to  the  defendant, 
witness,  while  upholding  the  verdict  in  favour  of  the 
other,  for  the  statute  expressly  authorized  the  rendering 
judgment  in  the  plaintiff 's  favour  against  some  defendants, 
and  against  the  plaintiff  in  favour  of  others ;  maintaining 
a  complete  severance,  according  to  the  different  circum- 
stances of  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties  ;  and  to 
effect  this  completely,  the  power  to  grant  a  new  trial  in 
68  VOL.  I. 
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1861     regard  to  Bojne  defendants,  and  tp  refuse  it  to  otherti 
must  inevitably  be  conceded* 


If  then  the  only  argument  against  the  admissibility  of 
the  evidence  in  the  present  case  be  that  the  jory  having 
the  testimony  of  one  defendant  in  favour  of  the  other 
will  or  may  apply  it  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  witnesa, 
as  well  as  of  the  other  defendant,  I  cannot,  with  every 
respect  for  contrary  opinions,  admit  its  validity.     It 
cannot  be  affirmed  truly  that  the  evidence  given  by  one 
defendant  to  sustain  the  plea  of  another  is,  in  point  of 
law,  evidence  to  support  a  similar  plea  pleaded  by  the 
witness,  and  though  in  point  of  fact  a  jury  may  misapply 
the  evidence  to  an  issue  or  issues  on  which  it  is  inadmis- 
sible, yet  this  does  not,  as  I  think,  justify  its  entire 
exclusion.     The  case  of  Begina  v.  Scaife^  (a)  which  ie 
all  the  stronger  because  it  was  a  prosecution  for  felony, 
leads  to  a  contrary  conclusion.     There,  on  the  trial  of 
;f^uBigtt^t  three  prisoners,  it  appeared  that  one  of  them  had,  by  con- 
trivance, kept  away  a  most  material  witness,  and  in 
consequence,  the  deposition  of  that  witness,  as  taken 
before  the  magistrate,  was  put  in  evidence.     The  learned 
judge  omitted  to  direct  the  jury  that  this  deposition  was 
evidence    as    against    that   prisoner    onlf^,   by  whose 
contrivance  the  witness  was  absent.     The  jury  acquitted 
that  prisoner  and  convicted  the  others,  and  the  court 
granted  a  new  trial,  not  because  thi9  evidence  was 
admitted,  but  because  the  jury  were  not  told  to  confine 
its  application  to  the  case  of  the  one  prisoner  who  had 
kept  the  witness  away.    Again,  where  several  accused 
parties  are  put  together  on  their  trial,  the  confession  of 
one  is  evidence  only  against  himself,  even  though  it  impli'p 
cates  others  by  name ;  the  presiding  judge  must  instmot 
the  jury  that  it  is  not  evidence  against  any  but  the 
prisoner  who  made  it.  (6) 

But  the  argument  apparently  most  relied  upon  bj  the 

(a)  17  Q.  B.  288,  5th  Ooz  248. 

(6)  lajlor  on  Kvidenoe,  eeo.  795,  2vid  ad. 
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plaintiff '0  cotiDsel  was  the  efiect  of  our  Evidence  Act,  1861. 
which  provides  against  "any  party"  to  any  suit  or 
proceeding,  individually  named  on  the  record,,  (among 
others,)  or  any  person  in  whose  immediate  or  individual 
behalf  any  action  may  he  brought  or  defended,  being 
called  as  a  witness  "  an  behalf  of  any  party.'*  It  was 
urged  that  this  enactment  was  at  variance  with  the  9th 
section  of  the  6th  William  IV.,  chapter  1,  and  therefore 
it  must  be  treated  as  having  virtually  repealed  it. 

I  fail  to  perceive  any  such  consequence,  for  it  appears 
to  me  both  enactments  may  stand  together,  and  that  the 
legislature  intended  they  should  stand  together.  A 
oagent  proof  of  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  to  be 
found  in  the  fact  that  both  the  enactments  are  repeated 
in  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Upper  Canada,  and  a 
close  and  careful  consideration  of  the  language  used  in 
the  Evidence  Act,  to  my  apprehension,  shews  that  the 
two  enactments  are  not  in  reality  conflicting.  The  judpamt 
Evidence  Act,  after  a  clause  which  would,  if  unqualified, 
render  every  person,  and  under  every  relation,  a  compe- 
tent witness,  in  spite  of  interest  and  crime,  is  limited 
and  qualified  by  a  special  provision,  by  which  no  party 
to  any  suit  or  proceeding  named  on  the  record,  or  on 
whose  immediate  or  individual  behalf  any  action  is 
brought  or  defended,  is  rendered  competent  or  permitted 
"to  be  called  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  such  party^'*  or 
ift  other  words,  in  his  own  behalf.  The  9th  section  of 
the  5th  William  lY.  did  not  enable  a  party  to  give 
evidence  for  himself,  it  simply  prescribed  the  right 
which  (as  the  law  stood  when  it  was  passed)  every  party 
had  of  proving  his  defence  by  the  testimony  of  any 
person  whose  rights  would  not  have  been  afi'ected  by  a 
verdict  upon  the  issue,  in  regard  to  which  his  testimony 
is  given.  And  the  third  section  of  the  Evidence  Act 
simply  retained,  as  to  the  parties  excepted,  the  rule  of 
law  theretofore  prevailing,  and  which,  but  for  this 
exception  of  particular  parties,  would  have  been  wholly 
rescinded  by  the  first  section.    This  first  section  does 
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1861.  not  restrict  the  9th  section  of  the  5th  William  lY.;  on 
E^b^rtaon  *^®  contrary,  it  goes  beyond  it,  and  I  confess  I  do  not 
see  on  what  ground  the  third  section,  which  is  expressed 
as  a  limitation  of  the  effect  of  the  first,  should  be  con- 
strued to  be  a  virtual  or  implied  repeal  of  the  9tli 
section  of  the  5th  William  IV. 

It  is  not,  as  already  observed,  denied  that  if  the 
plaintiffs  had  sued  these  two  defendants  in  separate 
actions,  and  each  defendant  had  pleaded  the  same  pleas 
as  now,  each  might  have  been  a  witness  for  the  other. 
I  venture  to  affirm  that  by  the  statute  5th  William  lY., 
the  legislature  intended  to  reserve  the  same  defences, 
and  the  same  means  of  proving  them  as  each  defendant 
would  have  had  if  that  act  had  not  been  passed ;  and  it 
appears  to  me  the  Evidence  Act  was  not  designed,  nor 
is  it  so  worded  as  to  create  any  real  obstacle  to  the 
former  act  being  construed  and  acted  upon  in  the  same 
JttdgmMt  nianner  as  before  the  Evidence  Act  was  passed.  I  think 
that  a  defendant,  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  who 
is  called  as  a  witness  to  prove  the  plea  of  an  indorser, 
is  not  called  to  give  evidence  on  his  own  behalf,  though 
he  may  have  a  plea  on  the  same  record,  raising  the  same 
defence,  and  though  his  evidence,  if  admissible  for  that 
purpose,  would  prove  his  own  plea.  In  such  a  case  the 
jury  should  be  directed  what  plea  his  evidence  ia 
applicable  to,  and  what  not.  There  can  be  no  presump- 
tion  in  law  that  the  jury  will  disregard  such  a  direction, 
and  if,  unfortunately,  they  should  do  so,  the  court  has 
the  power  to  grant  a  new  trial  as  to  that  defendant  in 
whose  favour  a  verdict  has  been  improperly  rendered* 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  reversed,  and 
that  the  rule  which  was  obtained  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants  should  be  made  absolute,  without  costs. 
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1858. 
IBefore  the  Eon.  John  Beverley  Rohimon^  Chief  Justice^  "^"^  ^  "^ 
the  Hon.  William  Bume  Blake^  Chaneellar^  the  Hon. 
James  Buchanan  Maeaulay,  C.  J.  C.  P.,  the  Hon. 
Mr.  Justice  McLean^  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Draper^ 
the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Sullivany*^  the  Hon.  Vice- 
Chancellor  Esten^  the  Mr.  Justice  BumSy  and  the 
Hon.  Vtce-Chancellor  Spragge.'] 

Om  Air  Appial  from  thi  Goubt  ot  Qum's  BnroH. 

Doe  dkm.  Henderson  v.  'Wbstover. 

Bdd,  on  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  conrt  below,  that  the 
pnrchaser  from  the  goYernment  of  a  clergy  reserre,  upon  which  he 
has  paid  an  instalment  of  bis  purchase  money,  and  obtained  the 
usual  receipt  from  the  Crown  Lands  Department,  has  a  right  to 
obtain  possession  against  any  one  in  the  occupation,  and  that, 
although  the  occupant  may  have  subsequently  obtained  the  receipt 
of  the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands ;  the  Crown,  under  such 
circumstances,  being  bound  by  the  contract  made  by  the  depart- 
ment with  the  first  purchaser.  [Blakb,  C,  Estbh  and  SpaAoai, 
V.CC,  dissenting.]  . 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Oonrt  of 
Queen's  Bench,  brought  bj  the  defendant  in  the  action. 

The  facts  giving  rise  to  the  case,  as  also  the  grounds 
of  appeal,  are  distinctly  stated  in  the  judgment  delivered 
by  his  Lordship,  the  Chancellor. 

Mr.  Baldwin^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  S.  Richards  for  the 
appellants. 

Mr.  John  Hillyard  Cameron^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  QaU^ 
for  the  respondents. 

Robinson,  C.  J.— I  continue  of  the  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  for  the  reasons  given  by 
me  in  the  court  below. 

Though  a  person  has  in  magy  cases   difficulty  in 

*  Gate  no  judgment,  haying  been  concerned  in  the  cam  while  at  the 
bar. 
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185S«  enforcing  a  right  against  the  Crown,  having  no  adequate 
remedy  that  he  can  pursue,  on  account  of  the  preroga- 
tive which  exempts  the  Crown  from  direct  responsibility 
to  the  legal  and  equitable  tribunals,  and  prevents  those 
measures  of  coercion  which  in  other  cases  are  necessary 
for  enforcing  rightSi  yet  those  difficulties  do  not  apply, 
where  a  person  is  simply  standing  upon  a  right,  which  he 
claims  to  have  acquired  from  the  Crown,  and  where  he 
wants  nothing  more  to  be  granted  or  done  by  the  Crown. 
The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  in  this  case,  I  look  upon  as  in 
effect  standing  in  that  situation,  as  regards  any  question 
that  this  case  may  give  rise  to,  directly  or  indirectly,  as 
between  him  and  the  Crown. 

He  may  urge  that  he  wants  nothing  more  to  be  con- 
ferred on  him  by  the  Crown,  and  is  only  in  fact  defend* 
ing  himself  against  an  assumed  right  of  the  Crown  to 
interpose  to  his  prejudice,  and  to  deprive  him  of  the 
Jvdpiunt  rigbt  acquired  by  his  contract  with  the  government,  by 
supporting  the  present  defendant,  in  keeping  him  out  of 
possession.  In  defending  himself  against  the  Crown, 
the  subject  is  under  no  disadvantage,  but  may  contest 
the  alleged  right  or  claim  of  the  Crown  as  fully  as  he 
can  the  right  or  claim  of  a  fellow  subject. 

Here  the  Crown,  after  selling  to  ffendermm  and  taking 
his  money,  gave  him  a  receipt,  to  which  the  statute  gives 
the  same  effect  as  a  patent ;  and  further,  the  statute 
provides  in  express  terms  that  the  vendee  of  the  Crown, 
on  making  his  payments,  shall  have  a  right  to  receive  a 
patent. 

This  vendee  has  made  no  default,  and  is  therefore 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  contract. 

JtSenderson  were  in  possession  the  Crown  could  not 
treat  him  as  an  intruder,  for  the  statute  gives  him  a 
right  to  the  possession.  And  if  the  Crown  could  not 
dispossess  him,  it  could  give  no  right  to  any  other  to 
turn  him  out,  or  hold  him  out  of  possession. ' 
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It  wgikt  be  shewn^  if  tiie  &ot  were  so,  that  the  Bale  to  IWH* 
Senderson  had  been  improvidently  made ;  or  that  he 
had  obtained  the  purchase  bj  fraud,  in  which  case,  even 
if  he  had  got  his  patent,  he  might  be  made  to  lose  all 
benefit  of  it.  But  nothing  of  that  kind  is  shewn  here  ; 
on  the  contrary,  if  the  Crown,  after  selling  to  Hendersatif 
had  sold  to  Westover,  and  had'  taken  his  money  and 
given  him  a  patent,  without  other  ground  than  has 
been  shewn  for  attempting  to  rescind  the  sale  to 
SendersoUj  that  patent  would  be  subject  to  be  repealed, 
as  having  improvidently  issued,  and  might  be  held  void 
even  in  a  court  of  law,  (though  not  repealed)  if  the  facts, 
as  they  existed,  appeared  on  the  face  of  it. 

The  argument  on  defendant's  side  goes,  and  must  go, 
the  length  of  maintaining,  that  after  selling  to  A,j  and 
being  paid  in  full,  and  though  A.  has  made  improve- 
ments to  greater  value  than  the  land,  the  Grown  can 
(if  they  will)  sell  to  B.,  and  if  they  do,  that  B.  has  the  ji 
right  to  possession  and  not  A*j  and  that  if  he  is  in 
possession,  or  gets  into  possession,  A,  cannot  eject  him, 
because  J?.,  being  supported  by  the  Crown,  A.^  though 
he  derives  his  right  under  a  prior  purchase  from  the 
Crown,  cannot  treat  him  as  a  wrongful  possessor.  I 
(cannot  accede  to  this.  If  Sendersony  when  he  got  his 
receipt,  had  gone  to  the  land  and  found  this  defendant 
in  possession,  of  whom,  or  of  any  claim  of  his  he  had 
never  before  heard,  and  if  on  inquiring  of  him  by  what 
right  he  was  there,'  the  latter  had  told  him  that  he  had 
no  right,  that  he  had  meant  to  purchase,  or  thought  of 
purchasing,  but  had  taken  no  steps,  and  had  entered 
into  no  contract,  and  had  therefore  nothing  to  shew, 
could  not  Senderson  have  rightly  told  him  that  he  was 
a  trespasser  and  wrongful  possessor,  and  must  give  up 
the  land  ?  I  think  so.  Then,  if  he  could,  I  conclude 
that  the  Crown  had  not  a  discretion  to  change  the 
state  of  things  by  electing,  as  an  act  of  indulgence  or 
liberality,  to  set  aside  their  first  contract  and  allow  the 
defendant  to  purchase,  and  thus  make  his  possession 
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1852.    rightfaly  which  was   before   wrongful    in    respeet'  to 
.l^^^v-""^  Henderson* 


WMtOTor. 


It  may  have  been  unwise  for  the  Crown  to  have 
disabled  itself,  by  concurring  in  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  from  exercising  a  free  choice  to  the  last  moment 
in  making  patents  of  their  lands,  in  order  that  they 
might  have  reserved  a  perfect  control  over  all  pledges 
and  promises,  up  to  the  moment  of  affixing  the  great 
seal ;  but  I  do  not  think  the  statute  reserves  that  power 
in  the  case  of  sales,  nor  that  it  meant  to  do  so.  And 
when  the  Grown  does  resolve  to  sell  its  lands,  its  con- 
tracts ought  to  be  binding  upon  it,  in  the  absence  of 
deceit  or  fraud  of  any  kind;  for  it  is  a  maxim  that 
where  the  Crown  receives  a  valuable  consideration  for 
its  grant,  there  the  effect  of  the  patent  shall  always,  for 
the  honor  of  the  Crown,  be  allowed  most  strongly  in 
favor  of  the  grantee.  In  case  of  gratuitous  grants  the 
rule  is  otherwise. 

This  is  all  independent  of  the  facts,  which  strengthen 
this  plaintiff 's  case ;  that  the  land  in  question  was  a 
Clergy  reserve,  directed  by  a  statute  to  be  sold  under 
certain  regulations,  established  by  authority  of  the  act, 
according  to  which  regulations,  persons  in  the  situation 
in  which  this  defendant  is  shewn  to  have  been,  have  no 
claim  to  any  pre-emptive  right,  but  expressly  otherwise* 

Whatever  doubt  I  might  have  had  in  this  case,  would 
of  course  have  been  increased,  if  our  judgment  had 
appeared  in  conflict  with  the  opinions  of  the  court  in 
BouUan  v.  Jeffrey^  (a)  in  appeal  from  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  this  province.  But  there  is  no  such  incon- 
^  sistency.  It  is  the  effect  of  the  statute  in  this  case  whidi 
makes  the  difference,  with  the  fact  that  there  the  patent 
had  actually  issued,  and  the  court  were  desired  to  decree 
that  the  patentee  held  his.  land  in  trust  for  another 
person,  against  whose  right  to  a  grant  the  Crown  had 
determined ;  in  other  words,  to  substitute  the  declaration 

(a)  Ante  p.  8. 
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of  a  trust  by  decree  of  this  court  for  the  ordinary  and     ^®^^' 
proper  remedy  by  Scire  Facias^  to  repeal  the  patent  if  it  hI^^^^ 
had  improvidently  issued,   a  proceeding  which  would  wwiow. 
have  found  no  sanction  in  any  statute  of  this  province, 
or  in  any  course  hitherto  taken  in  equity,  that  I  am 
aware  of.    Jeffrey  was  not  the  prior  purchaser  of  the  fee 
from  the  Crown  as  Henderson  is  in  this  case,  holding 
the  receipt  for  payment  of  purchase  money.     That  case 
was  attempted  to  be  supported  on  the  principle,  that 
wherever  it  could  be  shewn  that  another  person  had  a 
better  claim  to  expect  a  grant  than  the  person  who  has 
received  it,  the  patentee  in  whose  favor  the  Crown  has 
decided,  may  be  held  to  be  a  trustee  for  the  person 
whose  claim  the  Crown  rejected,. a  principle  which  could 
not  be  conceded. 

In  Boulton  v.  Jeffrey  the  judgment  of  the  court 
supported  the  title  of  the  first  purchaser  from  the 
Crown,  or  rather  of  his  assignee,  who  had  actually  jadgmtnt 
obtained  his  patent ;  and  the  court  refused  to  treat  the 
patentee  as  holding  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  another 
party,  against  whose  claim  to  a  patent  the  government 
had  deliberately  decided.  Besides,  the  case  now  before 
us  turns  wholly  on  the  effect  of  a  clause  in  the  Land 
Sale  Act,  which  act  was  not,  and  could  not  be  in 
question  in  Boulton  v.  Jeffrey^  not  being  then  applicable 
to  Clergy  Reserves,  (a)  nor  until  the  legislature,  many 
years  afterwards,  passed  an  act,  12  Victoria,  chapter  31, 
for  that  purpose. 

Blake,  C. — The  premises  in  question  in  this  cause 
are  vested  in  her  Majesty,  in  fee  simple,  in  right  of 
her  crown. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  parol 
agreement  for  the  purchase  of  this  property  with  the 
Crown  Land  Agent  for  the  then  Western  District,  on  the 
7th  of  December,  1846,  when  he  paid  the  first  instal- 

(a)  See  Doe  dem.  Weinsdnberger  t.  MoQlennoOy  6  U.  G.  Q.  B.  188. 
69  VOL.  I. 
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1862.    ment  of  the  purchase  money,  and  obtained  a  receipt, 
)fy^^  which  18  admitted  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
„_7-       of  the  18th  section  of  the  statute  4th  &  5th  Yictoria,  eh« 
100. 

On  the  7th  of  December,  1847,  a  second  instalment 
of  the  purchase  money  was  paid,  and  a  similar  receipt 
obtained. 

These  receipts  constituted  the  title  of  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff. 

On  the  other  hand  it  was  proved,  that,  subsequent  to 
the  sale  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  had 
petitioned  the  executive  government  to  be  permitted  to 
purchase  the  property  in  question,  upon  the  ground  of 
prior  occupation  and  improvements.  That  on  the  2nd 
of  April,  1849,  his  Excellency  the  Governor-General 
in  council  was  pleased  to  order  that  the  defendant 
juAgaunt  should  be  permitted  to  purchase  the  property  in  ques- 
tion, if  he  should  so  elect,  in  which  event  the  money 
paid  by  Henderson  should  be  returned,  and  the  sale  to 
him  cancelled ;  that,  in  December,  1849,  the  defendant, 
in  pursuance  of  the  aforesaid  order  in  council,  became 
the  purchaser,  paid  two  instalments  of  the  purchase 
money,  and  obtained  a  receipt  from  the  district  agent 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute ;  that 
this  action  was  commenced  in  July,  1850,  when,  upon 
,  the  petition  of  the  defendant,  his  Excellency  the 
Governor-General,  in  council,  was  pleased  to  order  her 
Majesty's  Attorney-General  for  Upper  Canada,  to  take 
proceedings  to  resist  the  action ;  and  that,  under  such 
order,  the  Attorney-General  appeared  and  defended  the 
action. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  under  the 
direction  of  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  with 
permission  to  the  plaintiff,  however,  to  move  that  a 
verdict  should  be  entered  for  him  if  the  court  should 
consider  him  entitled  to  recover. 
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In  pursuance  of  the  leave  reserved,  the  Court  of  1652. 
Queen's  Bench,  upon  motion,  ordered  that  the  verdict  ^'*>^^— ^ 
should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  case  comes       j^^ 
before  this  court  on  appeal  from  that  order. 

Upon  the  best  consideration  I  have  been  able  to  give 
this  subject,  I  am  of  opinion  with  the  learned  judge 
who  tried  this  cause,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
recover,  and  that  the  order  appealed  from  should  there- 
fore be  reversed. 

Prior  to  the  statutes  under  which  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  makes  title,  such  a  proceeding,  either  against 
the  Crown  or  its  vendee,  must  have  been,  of  course, 
unsuccessful.  An  ejectment  against  the  Crown  must 
have  failed  for  various  reasons  too  obvious  to  require 
mention,  but  amongst  them  for  this  reason,  to  which 
it  is  material  to  advert,  that  the  title  of  the  Crown 
could  not  have  been  tried  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  jadgmtnt 
It  was,  and  I  presume  is,  an  undoubted  prerogative  of 
the  Queen,  that  no  action  will  lie  against  her.  She  is 
the  fountain  of  justice.  All  judicial  writs  are  in  her 
name.  But,  as  it  is  expressed  by  Mr.  Justice  Blackatone^ 
who  shall  command  the  Queen  ?  (a)  It  is  repugnant  to 
reason  that  the  Queen  should  command  herself;  and 
to  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  constitution^  that  she 
should  be  commanded  by  her  own  courts.  If,  therefore, 
an  action  of  ejectment  had  been  brought  involving  the 
Queen's  title,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  I  presume, 
would  have  refused  to  permit  such  action  to  be  tried. 

Cawthome  v.  Campbell  (()  is  a  leading  authority  upon 
this  subject.  In  the  learned  judgment  delivered  by 
Lord  Chief  Baron  Uyre  in  that  case,  I  find  this  passage : 
"  There  is  only  one  other  case  which  I  shall  have  occa- 
sion particularly  to  mention,  and  that  I  can  hardly 
class  immediately  under  any  of  these  heads;    but  it       ^ 

(a)  3  Black.  Com.  855;  Com.  Dig.  Ferog.,  P.  70,  action  c.  1. 
(6)  1  Anat.  215. 
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1852.    woald  rather  seem  to  belong  to  that  class  of  proceedings 
'!^T^^  where  the  court  acts  by  injunction  without  removing  the 


Wettorer. 


Judgmeni. 


action ;  that  was  on  the  10th  of  February,  1710,  an 
ejectment  brought  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  ;  and 
it  was,  as  to  part  of  it  at  least,  for  lands  which  were 
part  of  the  Queen's  estate.  There  was  an  application 
to  this  court  to  stay  the  proceedings,  and  the  parties 
were  heard  upon  it.  The  Attorney-General  attended, 
and  after  the  hearing  it  was  put  off  a  day  or  two ;  at 
length  the  entry  is  that  an  injunction  issued  from 
Domina  Regina.  So  that  the  action  was  not  removed, 
but  simply  an  injunction  went  to  stay  proceedings.  And 
I  think  I  can  see  why  that  was,  if  the  action  had  been 
removed  the  question  could  not  have  been  triedy  even  in 
the  Office  of  PleaSy  because  you  cannot  try  the  Queen^a 
title  in  an  ejectment.  The  Queen  was  in  possession,  her 
hands  must  be  removed  by  some  other  course  of  pro- 
ceeding than  an  ejectment ;  and  therefore  it  was  fruitless 
to  think  of  removing  ity  and  it  remained  under  an 
injunction;  It  may  be  said  that  it  might  be  as  well  left 
to  the  King's  Bench  to  determine  that  they  could  not 
recover  the  Queen's  land  in  ejectment.  To  be  sure 
they  might  if  the  prerogative  of  the  King  had  not 
been,  that  the  King  had  a  right  to  prevent  that  question 
being  discussed  there^  and  to  have  it  discussed  here^  and 
that  is  what  was  done,  (a) 

In  a  recent  case  of  trespass,  quare  clausum  fregity 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  her  Majesty  was  seized  in 
fee,  in  right  of  her  Crown,  of  the  forest  of  Waltham, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  having  wrongfully  enclosed  a 
portion  of  the  forest,  the  defendant,  as  the  servant  of 
her  Majesty,  and  by  her  command,  entered  and  pulled 
down  the  fences.  This  action  was  brought  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  and  the  Attorney-General,  upon  his 
simple  allegation  that  the  profit  of  the  Crown  came  in 
question^  without  any  affidavit^  applied  to.  have  the 
cause  removed  ihto  the  Exchequer.     In  delivering  judg- 

(a)  AUorney-General  t.  Httllett,  15  M.  &  W.  97. 
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ment  upon  that  motion  the  Chief  Baron  observed:  1852. 
'^  The  action  of  ejectment  is,  prima  facie,  an  action 
merely  between  subject  and  subject,  and  relates  to  land, 
yet  the  prerogative  of  the  Grown  applies  to  that ;  and 
if  the  interest  of  the  Grown  is  concerned,  an  action  of 
ejectment  may  be  removed  into  this  court.  It  may  ^e 
said,  however,  that  does  not  amount  to  an  authority, 
because  the  action  does  not  go  on  ;  the  reason  of  that  isj 
that  in  this  court  an  action  of  ejectment  will  not  lie 
against  the  Crown.  The  party  must  proceed  by  a  pet> 
Hon  of  right.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  we  remove  it, 
although  we  thereby  actually  extinguish  the  action.** 
In  the  same  case  Baron  Piatt  says,  ^'  It  has  been  said 
that  in  cases  of  ejectment  the  Grown  has  not  been 
allowed  to  carry  on  the  proceedings  in  this  court.  Is 
there  not  a  very  plain  answer  to  that,  viz.,  that  it  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  Crown  not  to  be  sued  by  writ  ?  and 
it  would  be  one  of  the  most  absurd  proceedings  in  the 
world  for  the  Grown  to  command  itself.  It  is  the  judgment. 
prerogative  of  the  Crown  not  to  be  sued  by  writ ;  and 
therefore  another  proceeding  is  adopted,  called  a  petition 
of  right,  upon  which,  if  it  is  successful,  the  direction  of 
the  Grown  is  *  that  right  be  done.'  " 

It  is  perfectly  obvious,  therefore,  that  prior  to  the 
statutes  in  question,  the  only  mode  of  enforcing  such  a 
contract  against  the  Crown — if  capable  of  being  enforced 
at  all — would  have  been  by  petition  of  right.  It  seems 
more  than  doubtful  that  damages  could  be  recovered 
against  the  Grown  in  such  a  mode  of  procedure.  In  the 
Baron  de  Bodes  (a)  case  it  was  argued,  with  great 
ability,  upon  a  careful  review  of  all  the  authorities,  that 
a  petition  of  right  was  not  maintainable  for  the  recovery 
of  a  sum  of  money  claimed  either  as  a  debt  or  ffy  way 
of  damages*  The  point,  however,  was  not  decided. 
AndinFwcoMnt  Canterbury  y.  Hie  Attorney 'Generalj{b) 
where  the  attempt  was  made  to  recover  damages  for 
a  wrongful  act  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the 

(a)  8  Q.  B.  208.  {b)  1  PhU.  825. 
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1862.  gervants  of  the  Crown,  Lord  Lt/ndhurst  pronoa&ced 
^J'""^v-"^  judgment  in  favor  of  the  Crown  upon  demurrer  to  the 
Wertorer  P®^^'^^^*  ^^  *^®  course  of  the  judgment  his  lordship 
observed,  *^  No  industry  has  been  wanting  on  the  part 
of  the  petitioner.  The  year  books,  with  the  abridg- 
ments of  Fitzherbert  and  Brooke^  and  other  authorities, 
have  been  carefully  searched,  and  no  case  has  been  found 
to  warrant  this  proceeding.  The  decisions  go  back 
several  hundred  years,  and  in  the  absence  of  all  prece- 
dent during  so  long  a  period,  I  think  I  should  not  be 
justified  in  deciding,  for  the  first  time,  that  such  a 
proceeding  can  be  maintained.'! 

But  however  that  question  may  be  finally  settled,  it  is 
not  to  be  doubted,  I  think,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  means 
of  enforcing  specific  performance  against  the  Crown. 
In  Viner'6  Abridgment,  Tit.  Prerog.  (M.  h.  7)  1,  (a) 
it  is  laid  down,  ^'  That  nothing  shall  pass  from  the  Crown 
but  by  matter  of  record ;"  but  if  adecree  for  specific 
performance  could  be  pronounced  upon  the  receipts 
which  constitute  the  plaintiff's  title  in  this  case,  the 
whole  beneficial  interest  would  have  passed  in  fact 
without  any  record.  Moreover,  proceedings  to  enforce 
ihe  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
land  presuppose  a  power  to  compel  that  which  is  the 
object  and  end  of  such  proceedings,  namely,  the  execu- 
tion of  a  conveyance ;  but  no  such  power  any  where 
exists.  In  Hodge  v.  The  Aitorney-Qeneril^  (6)  Baron 
Alderson  said,  ^*  Here  the  legal  estate  is  vested  in  the 
Crown ;  and  I  do  not  know  ahy.process  by  which  this 
court  can  compel  the  Crown  to  convey  the  legal  estate.'' 

Then,  if  no  interest  would  have  passed  from  the 
Crown^  under  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case, 
irrespective  of  the  recent  statutes ;  if  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  would  have  had  no  means  of  enforcing  specific 
performance  against  the  Crown,  it  follows,  I  think,  that 


i: 


a)  See  also  Nurse  ▼.  Lord  Seymour,  13  Beay.  264. 

6)  3  IT.  &C.  346. 
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but  for  those  statutes,  it  would  have  been  competent  for    1852, 
the  Crown  to  have  conveyed  the  premises  in  question  to  ^T^JT*^ 
any  other  purchaser  at  its  pleasure.    And  if,  in  the      jj^ 
exercise  of  that  right,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the 
circumstances,  the  Grown  had  deliberately  chosen  to 
issue  its  letters  patent  to  such  purchaser,  there  is  no 
principle,  as  it  seems  to  me,  upon  which  they  could  have 
been  cancelled.     To  have  declared  such  letters  patent 
void,  for  personal  wrong  in  the  Crown,  would  have  been 
impossible,  because  negligence  or  misconduct,   and  a 
fortiori  fraud,  cannot  be  imputed  to  the  Crown,  and,  if 
they  occur  in  fact,  the  law  affords  no  remedy ;  (a)  and 
upon   the  hypothesis,  neither  fraud  nor  concealment 
being  imputable  to  the  purchaser,  the  conveyance,  as  a 
necessary  consequence,  would  have  been  perfectly  valid. 

Upon  the  argument  of  this  i^peal  the  state  of  the 
law  prior  to  the  recent  statutes  was  not  discussed,  pro- 
bably because  it  was  considered  too  clear  for  argument ;  jndgmtat 
and  no  case  was  cited.  Under  such  circumstances  it 
would  have  been  sufficient,  perhaps,  had  I  merely  cited 
ihe  case  of  Boulton  v.  Jeffrey^  in  appeal,  which  * 
clearly  asserts,  I  think,  all  the  propositions  I  desire  to 
establish.  The  bill  in  that  case  was  filed  in  1889,  prior, 
therefore,  to  the  statute  4th  k  5th  Victoria,  chapter 
100.  Each  party  was  a  purchaser  for  valuable  con- 
sideration from  the  Crown.  The  plaintiff,  in  the 
court  below,  had  petitioned  the  executive  government 
for  leave  to  purchase.  The  government,  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  adverse  claim,  had  granted  such 
permission.  A  contract  had  been  signed  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands,  under  which  the  plain- 
tiff had  paid  the  entire  purchase  money;  but,,  not** 
withstanding,  letters  patent  had  been  issued  to  the 
defendant.  Under  these  circumstances  the  plaintiff 
filed  his  bill,  charging  upon  the  defendant  fraud,  actual 
and  constructive,  and  praying,  amongst  other  things,  a 

(a)  Yioonnt  Canterburj  t.  Attorney-General,  2  PhU.  221. 
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1852.  declaration  that  the  defendant  had  become,  under  the 
^J""^'"*'  circumstances,  a  trustee  for  the  plaintiff.  In  delivering 
wertorer  *^®  judgment  of  this  court  His  Lordship  the  Chief 
Justice  observed,  *'  It  is,  so  far  as  we  know,  quite  a 
novel  attempt  that  is  made  by  this  bill,  to  establish  that 
the  grantee  of  the  Grown,  holding  under  letters  patent, 
may  be  declared  by  a  court  of  equity  to  be  but  a  trustee 
for  another  person,  whom  they  may  invest  by  the  decree 
with  the  beneficial  ownership  of  the  estate,  by  reason  of 
an  equity  which  they  may  consider  to  have  been 
acquired  while  the  land  was  yet  vested  in  the  Grown, 
and  this  when  the  grantee  of  the  Grown  is  not  charged 
with  having  done  or  intended  any  thing  wrong  in 
obtaining  the  grant,  but  is  admitted  to  have  merely 
urged  his  claim  to  a  patent  on  the  footing  of  right,  and 
when  the  government^  exercising  its  judgment  and 
discretion  on  full  knowledge  of  all  the  cireumstanceSj 
deliberately  directed  the  patent  to  issue  to  the  appellant; 
jndgBMBt.  thus  disallowing  the  claim  to  a  grant  which  had  been 
advanced  by  the  other  party;  in  other  words^  that 
a  court  of  equity  may^  upon  its  view  of  the  claims 
•  of  the  parties  on  which  the  Grown  has  decided^  over- 
rule  the  act  of  the  Crown^  and  defeat  the  title  of  the 
patentee^  either  partially,  as  in  this  case,  or  wholly,  as 
might  on  the  same  principle  be  done  in  other  cases." 
And  again,  *'  we  agreed  however  with  the  argument  of 
Mr.  Esten^  that  even  if  it  could  be  charged  that  the 
patent  had  issued  improvidently,  or  that  the  Grown  had 
been  in  any  manner  misled,  the  consequence  of  that 
could  in  general  only  be,  that  upon  a  proper  proceeding 
by  the  Grown,  at  the  instance  (it  might  be)  of  the 
person  shewing  himself  to  be  prejudiced  by  it,  the 
grant  should  be  repealed,  and  thus  the  land  would  be 
again  vested  in  the  Grown,  which  unquestionably  must 
be  allowed  to  exercise  its  will  in  disposing  of  its  property • 
There  would  even  then  be  no  obligation  upon  the  Crown 
to  issue  letters  patent  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  ;  an 
obligation,  however,  which  the  decree  in  effect  imposes, 
and  by  anticipation  enforces,  by  transferring  the  owner- 


Jvdgmtnt 
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ship  to  a  person  to  whom  the  Cro"wn  had  expressly    1862. 
declined  to  grant  the  land." 

I  shall  have  occasion  to  refer  to  this  case  again ;  but 
I  maj  remark  here,  that  the  reasoning  throughout  the 
judgment,  as  I  apprehend  it,  is  quite  irreconcilable  with 
the  notion  of  a  right  to  enforce  specific  performance 
against  the  Grown.  Several  of  its  propositions  are 
quite  inconsistent  with  such  a  right.  Had  it  existed,  it 
would  not  have  been  true  ^Hhat  the  Crown  must  unqueB- 
tio7iably  he  allowed  to  exercise  its  will  in  disposing  of 
its  property^''  because  there  would  have  been,  then,  "an 
obligation  upon  the  Crown  to  issue  letters  patent"  to  the 
party  entitled  to  specific  performance.  And,  under 
such  circumstances,  the  patentee,  with  notice  of  a  prior 
contracjj^  would,  upon  the  ordinary  equity,  have  been  a 
trustee  for  the  first  purchaser;  all  of  which  I  take  to  be 
clearly  negatived  by  this  judgment. 

The  same  doctrine  is  implied,  I  think,  in  his  Lord- 
ship's judgment  in  the  present  case,  when  he  remarks, 
**  The  statutes  have,  to  a  considerable  extent,  interfered 
with  the  control  which  might  always  have  l>een  exercised 
before,  so  long  as  the  patent  had  not  been  granted.** 

Turning,  then,  to  the  statutes,  the  18th  section  of 
the  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  upon  which 
the  question  turns,  after  regulating  the  form  of  receipts 
to  be  given  to  the  purchasers  of  crown  lands,  providing 
"  that  such  receipt  shall  bear  date  on  the  day  on  which 
it  is  actually  signed,  and  shall  authorize  the  purchaser 
to  take  immediate  possession  of  the  lot  so  sold,  and  to 
maintain  actions  or  suits  in  law  or  equity,  against  any 
wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser  on  such  land,  as  fully 
and  effectually  as  if  the  patent  deed  had  issued  on  the 
day  of  the  date  of  such  receipt."  The  corresponding 
passage  in  the  17th  section  of  the  previous  act,  7th  Wm. 
ly.,  chapter  118,  differs  in  this,  that  it  enables  the 
purchaser  to  maintain  actions  of  ejectment  or  for 
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1852.  trespass  against  any  wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser." 
It  is  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
receipt  furnished  here  by  the  district  agent,  in  pnrsa- 
ance  of  the  above  clause,  entitles  him  to  maintain  eject- 
ment against  the  Crown,  or  any  party  in  possession  for 
or  under  the  Crown,  not  holding  a  prior  receipt. 

Now,  reading  this  clause  by  itself,  without  reference 
to  the  general  object  and  purview  of  the  statutes,  I  am 
wholly  unable  to  reconcile  the  construction  contended 
for  with  the  express  language  of  the  legislature.  Assur- 
edly the  right  to  maintain  actions  of  ejectment  and  tres- 
pass against  ^^  wrongful  po88e88or8  and  tre8pa88er8^^^ 
is  something  substantially  different  from  a  right  to 
maintain  such  actions  against  the  owner  of  the  freehold. 
Such  rights  of  action  are  familiar  in  our  law.  Bare 
possession,  ordinarily  speaking,  oftentimes  wrongful 
possession,  is  sufficient  to  maintain  trespass  against  a 
wrong-doer,  (a)  Even  an  intruder  upon  the  Crown 
may,  it  would  seem,  maintain  trespass  against  a  wrong- 
doer, (b)  This  clause,  therefore,  in  authorizing  such 
actions  against  "  wrongful  po88e88or8  and  trespasterSf'^ 
BO  far  from  warranting,  appears  to  me  very  clearly  to 
negative,  any  such  right  against  the  Crown.  That 
such  right  of  action  should  have  been  vested  in 
purchasers  of  crown  lands  against  wrong-doers  was 
highly  reasonable  and  expedient ;  but  that  they  should 
have  been  armed  with  such  power  against  the  Crown, 
and  that,  too,  upon  payment  of  a  single  instalment, 
seems  to  me  so  highly  unreasonable,  that  nothing  short 
of  the  most  express  language  would  warrant  us  in 
concluding  such  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature. But  the  clause  in  question  not  only  admits 
the  construction  contended  for  by  the  defendant,  but 
admits  it,  as  it  seems  to  me,  much  more  naturally  than 
that  suggested  on  the  other  side. 

It  is  an  established  rule,  I  apprehend,  in  the  constmo- 
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lion  of  statutes,  that  a  "  power  derogatory  to  private  1852. 
property  must  be  construed  strictly,  and  not  enlarged  ^^T^^ 
by  intendment,  (a)  Now,  apart  altogether  from  preroga-  ▼• 
tiye,  viewed  as  a  question  between  subject  and  subject, 
it  is  not  to  be  doubted  that  the  construction  placed  upon 
these  statutes  derogates,  in  a  most  material  manner, 
from  the  rights  of  private  property.  A  contract  like 
the  presenti  between  subject  and  subject,  would  not 
confer  upon  the  vendee  any  right  to  maintain  ejectment 
against  his  vendor.  The  latter  would  be  entitled) 
unquestionably,  to  retain  possession  until  the  execution 
of  the  conveyance ;  and,  should  the  contract  provide  for 
the  interium  possession  of  the  vendee,  any  breach  on  his 
part  would,  as  a  general  rule,  revive  the  legal  right  of 
the  vendor,  and  entitle  him  to  maintain  ejectment  with- 
out notice,  {b)  But,  upon  the  construction  contended 
for,  the  production  of  a  bare  receipt  would  entitle  a 
vendee  to  recover  possession  against  the  party  having 
the  legal  estate,  and  that  in  a  court  of  law  where,  of  Jndganii 
eoursBy  the  equitable  title  of  the  plaintiff  can  neither  be 
inquired  into  nor  determined.  Thus  the  equitable  title 
would  be  permitted  to  prevail  at  law,  while  it  would, 
perhaps,  wholly  fail  in  the  proper  tribunal. 

But  this  construction  becomes  still  more  objectionable 
when  we  consider  the  statute  in  question  as  affecting  the 
rights  of  the  Crown.  In  Magdalene  College  case 
it  was  resolved  "  that  where  the  King  hat  any  preroga- 
tivcj  egtatCy  right j  title,  or  interest,  by  the  general  words 
of  an  act,  he  shall  not  be  barred  of  them.  The  King  has 
a  prerogative,  quod  nullum  tempus  occurrit  Regi,  and, 
therefore,  the  general  acts  of  limitation,  or  of  plcnarty, 
should  not  extend  to  him;  so  the  King,  by  his  preroga- 
tive, may  sue  in  what  court  he  pleases,  and  of  this 
prerogative  he  is  not  barred  by  the  general  provision  of 
the  act  of  Magna  Cliarta,  cap.  11  et  sic  de  coeteris."  (c) 
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1852.  Now  if,  prior  to  these  statutes,  the  title  of  the  Crown 
could  not  have  been  tried  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  but 
only  by  petition  of  right;  if  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  like  the  present  could  not  have  been  enforced 
against  the  Grown,  and  if,  as  a  necessary  consequence, 
the  Grown  must  have  been  allowed  to  exercise  its  will 
in  the  disposal  of  its  property,  notwithstanding  such 
contract ;  if  letters  pktent,  issued  to  a  second  purchaser, 
with  a  full  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  Grown  of  all 
the  circumstances,  would  have  been  valid  and  effectual ; 
then  it  seems  to  me,  with  great  deference,  that  the 
construction  placed  upon  the  clause  does  in  fact  bar 
the  prerogative,  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
Grown,  not  under  the  general  words  of  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment merely,  but  contrary  to  their  natural  signification. 

Upon  the  argument,  indeed,  it  was  not  contended 
broadly  that  the  plaintiff  could  have  succeeded  either 
Jadgment.  against  the  Grown,  or  against  a  party  in  possession 
under  letters  patent.  But  that  seems  to  me  to  be  the 
necessary  conclusion  from  the  premises.  If  the  Crown  be 
bound  by  the  contract,  then,  no  doubt,  means  must  exist 
of  enforcing  it;  and,  if  a  second  contract  of  sale  would 
be  void,  the  patent  issued  in  pursuance  of  that  contract 
would  be  also  void,  and  consequently  ineffectual,  against 
the  possessory  right  conferred  by  the  statute.  This 
consequence,  however,  was  not  admitted,  but  it  was 
argued  that  the  plaintiff  must  recover  here,  at  all  events* 
inasmuch  as  no  interest  can  pass  from  the  Grown  except 
by  matter  of  record,  and  as  the  defendant  does  not 
claim  by  matter  of  record,  he  must  consequently  be 
regarded  as  a  wrong-doer.  But  if  the  Crown  be  not 
bound  by  the  contract,  and  had,  consequently,  a  right 
to  re-sell ;  or  if,  whether  bound  by  the  contract  or  not, 
the  Grown  be  entitled  to  retain  possession  until  the 
issue  of  letters  patent ;  then  the  possession  of  the  Crown 
during  that  period  must  be,  of  course,  rightful,  and  if 
the  possession  of  the  Crown  be  rightful,  then  those  in  bj 
permission,  and  with  the  sanction  of  the  Crown,  can 
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not  be  **wrongfal  possessors."  This  was  in  eflfect  1852. 
decided  by  the  Court  of  QueenJs  Bench,  in  Harper  v.  ^|^^J^^ 
Charlesworth.  {c)  It  was  contended  there,  as  here,  that  ^J[^ 
no  interest  could  pass  from  the  Grown  except  by  matter 
of  record,  and  that  the  plaintiff  must,  therefore,  be 
regarded  as  a  wrong-doer,  and  so  disentitled  to  maintain 
that  action.  In  answer  to  that  argument  Mr  Justice 
BayUyy  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court  observed, 
^*  There  is  a  material  distinction  between  what  is 
essential  to  be  done  to  convey  a  title  from  the  Grown,  so 
as  to  take  away  its  right,  and  what  is,  necessary  to  be 
done  to  confer  a  privilege,  so  as  to  prevent  a  party  exercis- 
ing that  privilege  from  being  a  wrong-doer.  A  title  to 
Grown  land  can  only  be  acquired  by  matter  of  record, 
but  the  Grown  may,  by  parol,  confer  privileges  so  as  to 
take  away  from  itself  the  power  of  treating  the  party 
exercising  the  privilege  as  a  wrong-doer."  Here  the 
Grown,  asserting  title  to  the  premises  in  question,  placed 
the  defendant  in  possession,  and  when  this  ejectment  J«d«iMiit. 
was  brought,  her  Majesty's  Attorney-General  was 
directed,  by  an  order  in  council,  to  take  steps  to  resist  the 
action.  The  defendant's  possession,  therefore,  was  the 
possession  of  the  Grown.  Now,  prior  to  the  statutes  we 
have  been  considering,  the  title  of  the  Grown  could  not 
have  been  tried  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  and  as  there 
is  nothing  in  them  to  bar  her  Majesty's  prerogative, 
this  action,  in  my  opinion,  ought  not  to  have  been  tried ; 
but  being  tried,  the  possession  of  the  defendant  was,  I 
think,  the  possession  of  the  Grown,  and  that  being 
rightful,  the  verdict  should  have  been  for  the  defendant. 

It  is  argued,  however,  that  the  3rd  sectioh  of  the 
statute  12th Victoria,  chapter  31,  negatives  by  implication 
the  construction  contended  for  by  the  defendant.  That 
clause  provides,  "  That  location  tickets,  or  licenses  of 
occupation  for  Grown  or  other  public  lands,  given  by 
the  Gommissioner  of  Grown  Lands,  &c.,  shall  also  bear 

(«)  4  B.  &  C.  590. 
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1852.  date  on  the  day  on  which  they  are  actually  signed,  and 
^]|||>[^  shall  in  like  manner  authorize  the  nominees  thereof  to 
take  immediate  possession  of  the  lot  or  lots  therein 
described,  and  so  long  as  the  said  location  ticket  or 
license  of  occupation  be  not  revoked  by  an  order  in 
council,  to  maintain  snits  in  law  or  equity,  &c."  Upon 
this  clause  it  is  contended  that  as  the  legislature  was 
careful  to  secure  to  the  Crown  a  power  of  reyocation,  in 
relation  to  locatito  tickets  and  licenses  of  occupation, 
but  did  not  reserve  it  in  relation  to  sales,  they  must  be 
considered  as  having  impliedly  negatived  such  a  power 
in  the  latter  case. 

If  it  be  true  that  the  ^^  prerogative,  estate,  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  Crown "  can  not  be  barred  by  the 
general  words  of  an  act  of  Parliament,  then  it  follows 
that  the  conclusion  attempted  to  be  drawn  from  this 
clause  can  not  be  maintained. 

But,  irrespective  of  that  consideration,  the  inference 
suggested  to  my  mind  by  this  clause  is  directly  opposite 
to  the  one  which  had  been  drawn  from  it*  Had  the 
legislature,  indeed,  reserved  to  the  Crown  a  right  of 
revocation  in  relation  to  location  tickets,  and  omitted 
to  make  such  reservation  in  relation  to  sales,  there 
would  have  been  strong  ground  for  the  argument.  But 
this  clause  does  not  in  fact  ^^  reserve  to  the  ^  Crown  a 
power  of  revocation."  It  speaks  of  such  a  power  as  a 
thing  known  and  admitted,  but  does  not  reserve  it 

The  same  observation  arises  on  the  9th  clause  of  the 
same  statute,  which  not  only  presupposes  a  power  of 
re-sale  to  be  vested  in  the  Crown,  but  declares  it  to  be  the 
duty  of  the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands,  with  the 
sanction  of  his  Excellency  in  Council,  to  proceed  to  a 
re-sale  upon  default. 

The  29tk  section  of  the  statute  4th  and  5th  Yictona^ 
chapter  100^  appears  to  me  to  have  an  important  bearing 
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in  determining  the  true  constrnction  of  these ,  statntes.  1852. 
Had  the  legislature  intended  to  make  sales  conclusire  as 
against  the  Crown,  prior  to  the  issue  of  letters  patent, 
they  would  have 'provided,  I  think,  means  of  enforcing 
such  contracts;  and  a  mode  of  cancelling  such  contracts, 
when  tainted  with  fraud,  would  have  been  also  provided. 
But  the  clause  to  which  I  have  referred  gives  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  decree  the  issue  of  letters  patent.  It  empowers 
the  court,  indeed,  to  decree  letters  patent  issued  ^Hhrough 
fraudy  or  in  error  or  mistake j*'  to  be  void,  and  provides 
that  upon  the  registration  of  such  decrees,  such  letters 
patent  shall  be  deemed  void  to  all  intents;  but  the 
Grown  would  be  thus  freed,  and  no  power  to  cancel 
fraudulent  contracts  is  conferred. 

I  had  purposed,  in  conclusion,  to  have  adverted  to 
the  great  inconvenience  likely  to  result  from  the  con- 
struction adopted  by  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  but  as 
his  Lordship  the  Chief  Justice  has  already  done  that  in 
BouUon,  V.  Jeffrey  J  in  language  much  more  forcible  and 
just  than  any  which  I  could  select,  I  shall  content 
myself  with  citing  a  passage  from  the  judgment  in  that 
case. 

*'  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  a  more  prolific  source  of 
litigation  than  would  be  opened  in  this  province,  if  the 
patentee  of  the  Crown  were  exposed  to  be  attacked 
upon  supposed  equities  acquired  by  other  parties  while 
the  estate  was  vested  in  the  Crown,  when  no  fraud, 
misrepresentation,  or  concealment,  is  imputed  to  the 
patentee,  and  when  the  Crown,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  grant,  had  exercised  its  discretion  on  a  view  of  all 
the  circumstances.  Just  such  a  patent  as  this  lies  at 
the  root  of  every  man's  title ;  thousands  of  them  have 
been  issuing  annually  for  nearly  fifty  years.  It  is 
impossible  to  tell  in  how  many  cases  there  may  have 
been  conflicting  pretensions  which  it  has  thrown  upon 
the  government  to  decide  upon ;  in  some,  no  doubt,  it 
has  not  been  in  their  power  to  grant  to  either  one  or 
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1852.  more  contending  parties,  without  leaving  some  hardships 
to  be  borne  by  the  other;  the  utmost  care  could  not 
have  avoided  this  in  the  infinite  number  of  such  transac- 
tions. The  mistakes  of  parties,  as  well  as  of  public 
officers,  and  misapprehensions  of  various  kinds,  have 
given  rise  to  opposing^claims,  which  called  for  anxious 
deliberation  in  the  executive  government,  and  all  that 
could  be  done  at  last  was  to  grant  to  the  party  which 
seemed  to  be  best  entitled.  Now  if  it  really  could  be 
held  that  after  9uch  determination  of  the  government^ 
and  after  the  letters  patent  had  been  issued  by  their 
ordery  the  very  party  whose  claims  had  been  considered 
and  overruled  by  them^  could  defeat  the  whole  effect  of 
their  grants  by  obtaining  a  decree  in  Chancery  declaring 
that  the  patentee  of  the  Grown  held  only  in  trust  for 
him;  it  is  easy  to  conceive  the  infinite  vexation  this 
would  lead  to^  and  the  anxiety  which  must  follow.'' 

Judgment.      Upon  all  theso  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed. 

Macaulay,  C.  J.,  C.  P. — The  question  raised  is  a 
general  one ;  whether  it  is  competent  to  his  Excellency 
.  the  Governor-General,  in  Council,  to  cancel  or  rescind 
the  sale  of  clergy  lands,  as  a  matter  of  prerogative 
right,  or  executive  discretion,  without  any  reason,  or 
without  reasons  sufficient,  to  invalidate  it  in  law. 

It  depends  upon  the  construction  to  be  placed  on  the 
statute  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  section  18 ; 
in  doing  which  it  is  said  to  be  a  useful  rule  to  adhere 
to  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  used,  and  to 
the  grammatical  construction. 

The  provincial  statute  7th  Wm.  IV.,  chapter  2,  section 
2,  conferred  jurisdiction  on  the  Court  of  Chancery,  **  to 
decree  the  issue  of  letters  patent  from  the  Crown  to 
rightful  claimants j*'  and  to  institute  proceedings  for 
the  repeal  of  letters  patent,  erroneously  or  improvidentlj 
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wsued,"  and  by  statute  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,    1852, 
section  29,  "  In  all  cases  wherein  patents  for  lands  have  ^^J|^^ 
or  shall  have   issued  through  fraud,  or  in  error,  or  ^JJ^^ 
mistake,  to  decree  the  same  void." 

Statute  7th  Wm.  IV.,  chapter  118,  section  17,  after 
providing  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  to  the 
resident  agent,  and  that  upon  the  receipt  of  such 
purchase  money,  such  agent  should  give  a  receipt  for 
the  same,  &c.,  enacted  that  the  receipt  so  given  should 
authorize  the  purchaser  to  take  immediate  possession  of 
the  lot  so  sold,  and  to  maintain  actions  of  ejectment,  or 
for  trespass  against  any  wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser 
thereon,  in  his  own  name,  as  fully  and  effectually  as  if 
the  patent  deed  had  been  issued  to  such  purchaser ;  and 
section  26  of  this  act,  and  section  25  of  4th  and  5th 
Victoria,  chapter  100,  authorize  private  sales  of  public 
lands  to  lessees  or  occupants,  &c.,  who  would  be  liable 
to  injury  by  the  disposal  thereof  to  any  other  person ; 
and  by  the  Imperial  Act  3rd  and  4th  Victoria,  chapter 
78,  the  sale  of  clergy  reserves  is  authorized. 

The  Provincial  Statute  12thVictoria,  chapter  31,  section 
2,  extended  the  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  section 
18,  to  clergy  reserves.  That  section,  after  directing  the 
paymentof  purchase  money  to  district  agents,  enacted  that 
such  agents,  upon  the  receipt  of  any  purchase  moneys, 
should  give  the  purchaser  a  receipt  for  the  same,  specify- 
ing therein  the  number  of  the  lot,  or  the  land  purchased, 
or  otherwise  sufficiently  describing  the  same,  ^^  and  such 
receipt  shall  bear  date  on  the  day  on  which  it  is  actually 
signed,  and  shall  aiUhorize  the  purchaser  to  take  imme- 
diate possession  of  the  lot  to  be  sold,  and  to  maintain 
actions  and  suits  in  law  or  equity  against  any  wrongful 
po99e88or  or  trespasser  on  such  land,  as  fully  and 
effectually  as  if  the  patent  deed  had  issued  on  the  day  of 
the  date  of  such  receipt ;"  and  at  the  end  of  this  section, 
"  whether  such  receipt  be  for  partial  payments,  or  in 
full  payment  of  the  land." 
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1852.        The  12th  Victoria,  chapter   31,  section  8,  extends 

^[^^v^  similar  provisions  to  location  tickets,  and  licenses  of 

Wertorer   ^^^^^upation,  for  Crown  or  other  public  lands,  to  hng  as 

the  same  be  not  revoked  by  an  order  in  CoundL 

Section  7  authorizes  the  cancellation  of  erroneous 
patents  in  certain  cases,  where  there  is  no  adverse  claim. 

Sections  9,  10,  and  11,  provide  for  re-sales,  in  default 
of  payment  by  purchasers. 

Statute  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  section  14, 
provides  for  ascertaining  the  price  of  lands ;  and  sections 
15  and  24  for  the  appointment  of  agents  for  their  sale. 

Section  19  provides  for  the  issue  of  Letters  Patent 
upon  full  payment,  &c. 

14th  and  15th  Victoria,  chapter  56,  extended  the  time 
JfldgBMBt.  limited  by  12th  Victoria,  chapter  31,  section  3,  and  made 
further  provisions  on  the  subject. 

Harper  v.  Oharlesworth^  (a)  decides  that  a  person  who 
occupies  under  a  parol  license  from  the  Crown  is  not  an 
intruder.  This  case  also  seems  to  shew  that  a  legal 
right  may  be  acquired  under  a  statute,  without  patent 
under  the  great  seal ;  and  I  would  imagine  the  statute 
here  imparts  a  legal  right  sufScient  to  support  ejectment. 
Doe  ex  dem.  Watt  v.  Morris^  (6) 

In  4  Bac.  Abr.  212,  it  is  said  that  when  the  King's 
grants  are  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  they  shall  be 
construed  favorably  for  the  patentee,  for  the  honor  of 
the  King. 

See  also  Com.  Dig.,  grant  by  the  King;  Com.  Dig. 
patent,  P.  1,  2,  3,  4;  Ex  parte  O'Beilly.  {e) 

(a)  4  B.  &  C.  674;  S.  C,  6  D.  &  R.  572. 

(h)  2  B.  N.  G.  189;  See  also  14  M.  &  W.  800;  15  M.  k  W.  97; 
1  Ex.  K  211 ;  Plow.  547. 
(c)  1  Yes.  Jup.  112. 
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The  statute  4th  and  5th  Victorin,  chapter  100,  section    1653. 
18,  enacts  two  things  in  relation  to  the  present  question.  ^T^jC!^ 

1st.  That  the  receipt  of  the  Government  or  Crown 
agent  shall  authorize  the  purchaser  to  take  immediate 
possession  of  the  lot  sold,  and 

2nd.  To  maintain  actions  or  suits  in  law  or  in  equity 
against  any  wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser,  on  such 
lands,  as  fully  and  effectually  as  if  the  patent  deed  had 
issued  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  such  receipt. 

The  last  passage  applies  equally  to  each  of  the  ahove 
provisions,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  statute  operates 
upon  the  receipt,  so  as  together  to  confer  a  legal  right 
to  the  possession  on  the  vendee,  not  only  as  against 
wrongful  possessors  or  trespassers,  but  as  against  the 
Grown.  If  the  receipt  authorizes  the  purchaser  to  take 
immediate  possession  of  the  lot  sold,  as  fully  and  jadgattt 
effectually  as  if  the  patent  deed  had  issued  on  the  day 
of  the  date  of  such  receipt,  it  may  be  supposed  that  a 
patent  had  issued,  acknowledging  the  payment  of  the 
whole,  or  part  of  the  purchase  money,  according  to  the 
import  of  the  receipt,  and  authorizing  the  purchaser  to 
take  immediate  possession  of  the  land,  subject  to  deter- 
mining, in  the  event  of  his  failing  to  fulfil  his  contract. 
In  such  an  event  the  vendee  would  acquire  a  vested 
legal  right  to  the '  possession,  and  in  either  case,  if 
vacant,  he  could  of  course  enter  without  being  an 
intruder  upon  the  Queen's  land,  or  if  pre-occupied,  or 
afterwards  occupied  by  any  one  intruding  or  entering 
wrongfully,  he  might  maintain  ejectment. 

The  legal  right  to  the  possession,  derived  under  the 
statute,  is  of  course  only  conditional  or  sub  modoj  that  is, 
to  subsist  so  long  as  he  fulfilled  his  contract ;  for  if  be 
broke  it,  or  failed  to  perform  the  same,  as  by  default  in 
the  payment  of  future  instalments,  his  right  to  continue 
in  poQsession  would  cease,  that  is,  as  against  the  Crown, 
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1852.   by  analogy  to  the  ordinary  cases  of  vendor  and  vendee^ 
^""^^^^  where  the  purchaser  is  allowed  to  enter  and  enjoy  until 
he  make  default,  &c. 

To  be  sure  the  statute  gives  no  higher  or  other  legal 
estate  than  a  right  to  enter,  occupy,  and  enjoy,  until 
default,  &c.,  but  on  such  a  title  ejectment  is  maintainable 
against  wrong-doers,  &c.,  and  if  the  purchaser  duly 
made  all  his  payments,  I  suppose  a  patent  in  fee  might 
be  obtained  through  the  Court  of  Chancery,  under  the  7th 
Wm.  IV.,  chapter  2,  section  2,  or  if  not,  it  ought  to  be 
issued  according  to  the  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100, 
section  19. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
acquired  a  legal  right  and  interest  in  and  to  the  posses- 
sion, by  virtue  of  the  receipt  and  statute,  and  that  on 
the  day  of  the  demise,  the  defendant  was  a  wrongful 
Judgment  possessor,  and  that  the  Governor  in  Council  could  not, 
by  a  mere  order,  afterwards  cancel  the  sale  and  rescind 
the  right  so  obtained.  I  doubt  not  the  sale  and  right 
might  be  defeated  under  supposed  circumstances,  but 
then,  I  think,  tlie  circumstances  must  be  sufficient  in 
law  to  invalidate  the  sale  and  destroy  the  legal  right. 

A  patent  may  be  repealed  or  refused  in  Chancery,  if 
the  facts  and  circumstances  warrant  it,  but  then  they 
must  be  ^uch  as  warrant  it.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  course, 
or  of  prerogative  right,  that  it  should  be  refused,  if 
resisted  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  So  here  I  do  not 
think  it  a  matter  of  course,  or  prerogative  right,  that 
the  Governor  in  Council  can,  by  mere  discretionary 
order,  destroy  the  legal  rights  of  purchasers  of  Crown 
lands,  acquiring  a  right  under  the  statutes. 

The  question  really  is,  whether  the  Governor  and 
Council  possess  an  arbitrary  discretion  to  cancel  sales 
of  Crown  lands,  as  they  may  of  locations  for  free  grants. 
The  act  itself  points  to  the  distinction,  and  the  careful 
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provisions  for  protecting  purchasers  therein  contained,  1852. 
imply  that  a  sale  was  intended  to  confer  a  vested  'right, 
that  could  only  he  destroyed  on  suflScient  grounds,  or  by 
a  special  proceeding.  It  is  not  contended  that  the  facts 
in  this  case  shewed  any  fraud  in  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  that  the  Queen  was  deceived,  so  that  the 
defendant  had  any  paramount  right  or  protection  under 
the  statute,  or  the  regulations  adopted  in  relation  to 
intruders  of  more  than  five  years  standing,  &c.  If  the 
facts  are  sufficient^  the  cases  hould  be  rested  on  them ;  if 
not,  it  becomes  a  mere  abstract  question  of  prerogative  * 
right  and  discretion,  without  regard  to  the  reasons  that 
may  exist,  or  the  motives  or  inducements  that  may 
operate.  I  do  not  think  the  statute  intended  to  leave 
purchasers,  who  had  paid  their  purchase  money  and 
fulfilled  their  contracts  with .  the  government,  and 
against  whom  nothing  sufficient  to  invalidate  their 
purchases  was  or  could  be  urged,  to  the  unrestricted 
discretion  of  the  Governor  and  Council ;  but  that  when 
a  pecuniary  consideration  was  paid  as  the  price  of  the  JadcmMit. 
land,  legal  and  equitable  rights  were  acquired  as  against 
the  Crown,  that  could  only  be  afterwards  defeated  on 
sufficient  grounds.  What  facts  might  or  might  not 
constitute  adequate  grounds,  would  always  form  a  ques- 
tion, in  the  particular  instance,  for  the  consideration  of 
the  court  of  law  or  equity,  in  which  the  transaction 
might  be  impeached. . 

In  the  present  instance  the  facts  are  not  relied  upon 
as  sufficient  to  defeat  a  legal  right,  if  such  right  is  con- 
sidered to  have  vested. 

I  think  a  legal  right  to  enter  and  possess  did  vest  by 
force  of  the  statute,  and  that  nothing  appears  sufficient 
to  determine  it. 

If  the  discretion  contended  for  was  intended  to  be 
reposed  in  the  executive  government,  a  declaratory  act 
to  that  effect  seems  to  me  the  best  mode  of  establishing 
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1852.  it.  As  to  the  expediency  of  preferring  squatters  or 
intruders  to  strangers,  the  statutes,  both  Imperial  and 
Provincial,  shew,  that  after  such  persons  have  possession 
and  improved  the  lands  for  a  series  of  years,  it  is 
deemed  just,  and  I  am  far  from  entertaining  any  con- 
trary sentiment  on  that  subject.  I  have  always  felt  the 
weight  of  argument  to  be  in  favor  of  protection  being 
extended  to  persons  who  have  entered  (though  without 
authority)  and  improved  Crown  lands  afterwards  offered 
for  sale  at  fixed  prices,  as  if  uncultivated  lands,  and 
•  irrespective  of  improvements.  Doe  ex  dem  Legh  ▼. 
Roe^  (a)  shews  that  ejectment  does  not  lie  against  the 
Crown.     Attomey'Q'eneral  v.  UaUett.  (6) 

I  do  not  consider  the  Queen  in  possession  and 
defending  such  possession  through  the  defendant,  but 
that  the  defendant  is  in  possession,  claiming  to  be 
entitled  thereto,  by  force  and  virtue  of  the  statutes 
Judgment.  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  section  18 ;  and  12th 
Victoria,  chapter  81,  section  2,  as  a  purchaser  under 
the  Crown.  He  is  not  merely  in  charge  for  the 
Crown  as  a  Queen's  servant,  officer,  or  agent;  if  he 
was,  t.  e.,  if  the  Queen  was  in  actual  possession,  and  the 
defendant  only  in  charge  as  a  public  officer,  the  above 
cases  shew  that  a  petition  of  right,  and  not  eject- 
ment, is  the  proper  remedy.  They  also  shew  that  if 
the  defendant  is  in  possession,  claiming  right  thereto 
under  the  Crown,  ejectment  may  be  brought  against 
him.  If  no  one  had  been  in  possession,  and  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  had  entered,  or  if  he  obtains  possession 
in  this  action,  I  do  not  think  him  liable  to  be  treated  as 
an  intruder,  or  that  he  can  be  ousted  in  an  ejectment 
upon  the  demise  of  the  Queen,  unless  something  shall 
be  shewn  sufficient  in  law  to  put  an  end  to  his  purchase, 
and  thereby  to  determine  the  legal  right,  which  it 
appears  to  me  he  acquired  under  the  statute,  and  which, 
BO  far  as  I  see  at  present,  he  still  holds,  however  hard  it 
may  be  upon  the  defendant. 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  679-681.  (6)  16  M.  &  W.  97. 
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If  my  view  be  correct,  it  should  follow  that  if  the  1852. 
Queen  was  in  possession,  so  that  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  could  not  bring  an  ejectment,  his  remedy 
would  be  by  a  petition  of  right,  as  legally  entitled  to 
the  possession — Ohitt/s'Prerog.  241,  StamforcTs  Pre- 
rog.  726.  And  if  such  a  petition  were  necessary  to  be 
resorted  to  in  the  present  instance,  I  do  not  see  how 
any  other  result  could  follow  except  that  of  amoveau 
manu%. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  was  within  the 
regulations  made  under  the  Imperial  Statute  3rd  and  4th 
"Victoria,  chapter  78,  or  that  the  Queen  was  deceived  in 
the  sale  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  If  the  govern- 
ment inspection  reported  the  defendant's  occupation,  it 
was  known  to  the  government ;  if  not,  and  if  (as  alleged) 
the  defendant  applied  to  the  government  agent  within 
the  year  after  the  land  was  offered  for  sale,  to  purchase, 
although  not  strictly  entitled  to  pre-emption  under  the 
regulations  then  in  force,  the  agent  knew  whatever  facts 
he  was  informed  of.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  defendant's  possession 
or  improvements,  or  that  he  concealed  or  misrepresented 
any  thing. 

If  the  facts  brought  the  case  within  4;he  principle  of 
the  Queen  being  deceived  in  the  sale,  I  doubt  not  the 
Governor  and  Council  might  repudiate  it,  but  I  do  not 
find  that  they  amount  to  this. 

My  opinion  therefore  rests  upon  the  ground  that  the 
facts  do  not,  in  law,  amount  to  a  case  entitling  her 
Majesty  or  the  Governor  in  Council  to  cancel  the  sale ; 
if  they  did,  the  defence  ought  to  prevail. 

I  have  not  overlooked  the  objection  that  no  defined 
legal  estate  or  interest  beyond  a  mere  occupancy  at 
will  can  be  intended  as  against  the  Crown,  for  the 
statute  does  not  expressly  say  that  the  authority  to 
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1852.    take  possession  is  to  operate  at  all  against  the  Queen, 
and  cannot  be  extended  in  constraotion. 


Hendenon 

T. 

Wastorer. 


It  appears  to  me  that  an  authority  to  take  possession 

by  virtue  of  a  statute  passed  for  such  an  object,  as  fully 

as  if  a  patent  had  issued,  is  equivalent  in  force  to  Letters 

Patent  conferring  such  authority  by  the  Queen,  and 

that  authority  to  take  possession  is  equivalent  to  a 

demise,  or  imparts  a  legal  interest  co-extensive  with  the 

authority,  (a)   The  interest  thus  imparted  is  not  defined. 

My  impression  is  that  it  must  be  construed  according  to 

the  scope,  object,  and  manifest  intent  of  the  statute, 

just  as  if  expressed,  and  that  is,  that  such  authority 

was  to  endure  irrevocably  so  long  as  he  fulfilled  his 

contract;  but  that  upon  breach  thereof  it  would  be 

revocable,  the  authority  being  in   the  nature  of  the 

transaction  only  conditional,  like  the  private  authority 

of  a  similar  kind  between  subject  and  subject,  when  the 

terms  of  the  agreement  are  fully  expressed  in  writing. 

But  after  the  contract  of  purchase  is  fulfilled,  or  until 

it  is  broken  by  the  purchaser,  my  views  lead  to  the 

conclusion  that  he  is  authorized  to   take  and  retain 

possession,  and  cannot  be  legally   ousted.     Whether 

such  right  or  interest  could  be  devised,  or  would  descend 

to  his  heir  at  law,  or  would  determine  with  his  life,  are 

questions  not  necessary  to  be  now  decided.     T  look 

upon  it  as  an  unqualified  authority  or  right  to  enter  and 

possess  conditionally,  but  without  limitation,  so  long  as 

he  lived,  unless  a  breach  of  the  condition  enabled  the 

Crown  to  determine  the  right  or  authority  to  occupy 

and  enjoy. 

It  is  no  doubt  a  nice  point,  involving  considerations 
of  prerogative  right;  yet  I  cannot  construe  the  act 
as  merely  authorizing  possession  and  actions  against 
strangers  wrongfully  in  possession,  or  trespassing,  but 
think  that  the  right  to  bring  actions  at  law  or  equity 
against  such  persons,  is  additional,  in  aid  and  corrobor- 
(a)  Wainer  ▼.  Browne,  8  East.  165. 


WflftoTer. 


Jodfintnt 
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ation  of  the  general  right  to  possession  conferred  by    1652. 
the  preceding  part  of  the  clause.     I  look  upon  that  ^^^^[^|]^ 
clause  as  substantive,  and  independently  operative,  and 
sufficient  to  confer  a  vested  legal  interest  in  and  to  the 
possession,  so  long  as  the  contract  of  sale  legally  sub- 
sists,  as  I  think  it  does  until  legally  determined. 

I  do  not  lay  stress  upon  inconvenience  one  way  or 
the  other.  It  may  at  times  be  very  expedient  that  the 
uncontrolled  power  to  rescind  or  alter  sales  should 
repose  in  the  executive  government ;  so  on  the  other, 
it  may  be  thought  inexpedient  that  all  purchasers  of 
Crown  lands  should  be  remediless  as  against  the  Crown, 
and  merely  hold  at  sufferance,  although  they  may  have 
paid  their  money,  made  large  improvements,  or  entered 
into  contracts  or  incurred  obligations  to  others.  I  can 
not  think  the  legislature  so  intended,  but  that  it  was 
the  design  of  the  act  to  confer  vested  rights  on  pur* 
chasers,  liable  to  be  defeated  only  under  circumstances 
such  as  would  be  sufficient  to  avoid  letters  patent  con- 
ferring a  similar  right. 

If  such  was  not  the^intention,  I  am  unable  to  perceive 
it  on  the  face  of  the  statutes,  and  an  explanatory  or 
declaratory  act  (limiting  the  extensive  operation  of  the 
principle  and  construction  contended  for)  would,  I  am 
disposed  to  think,  be  the  appropriate  remedy,  unless 
indeed  our  decision  shall  be  reversed  upon  appeal  to  the 
Queen  in  Privy  Council,  and  a  contrary  rule  be  thereby 
established. 

It  is  not  a  term  for  years,  or  in  fee,  or  for  life,  but 
it  is  the  case  of  a  vendee  entitled  to  possession  by  the 
terms  of  his  purchase. 

Under  all  the  facts  appearing  in  this  case,  I  am  of 
opinion  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

£sTBN,  y.  C. — The  facts  of  this  case,  as  I  understand 
them,  are,  that  the  plaintiff,  Senderiofty  purchased  the 
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1853.  lands  in  question,  being  a  clergy  reserye,  of  the  govern*' 
^^^p^^  ment,  paid  one  instalment  of  his  purchase  moneji  and 
Westorer  ^^**^^®^  *  receipt  for  it  from  the  proper  officer,  and 
that  afterwards  the  government  passed  a  minute  in 
Council,  rescinding  the  sale,  directing  Mr.  Sendenon'M 
purchase  money,  which  he  had  paid,  to  be  restored  to 
him,  and  authorising  a  purchase  of  the  same  lands  bj 
the  defendant,  Westover^  who  thereupon  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  government  for  that  purpose,  paid 
part  of  his  purchase  money,  obtained  the  usual  receipt, 
and  thenceforth  continued  in  the  possession,  which  he 
had  previously  for  some  time  held  of  the  property,  with 
the  consent,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  government. 
Subsequently  to  this  second  sale,  and  while  Westaver 
was  in  possession,  with  the  sanction  and  permission  of 
the  government,  Henderson  commenced  the  action 
which  forms  the  subject  of  this  appeal,  and  the  question 
which  we  have  to  consider  is,  whether  such  an  action  is, 
Judgment  Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  maintainable. 

As  no  patent  had  issued  granting  the  lands  in  question, 
it  is  obvious  that  this  action  could  not  be  maintained 
irrespectively  of  certain  acts  of  parliament,  passed  for 
the  purpose  of  regulating  the  disposal  of  the  public 
lands  of  the  province,  within  which  the  lands  called 
"Clergy  Reserves"  have  been  included;  and  by  one  of 
which,  namely,  the  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  to 
which  it  is  sufficient  for  my  purpose  to  advert,  it  is 
provided  in  its  18th  section  that  whensoever  a  purchaser 
shall  have  paid  an  instalment  of  his  purchase-money, 
and  obtained  the  proper  officer's  receipt,  he  shall  be 
authogrized  to  take  possession  of  the  lands  which  he  had 
purchased,  and  to  maintain  actions  for  the  recovery  of 
such  possession  against  all  wrongful  possessors  and 
trespassers. 

I  have  already  observed  that  in  the  present  case, 
independently  of  the  provision  in  question,  this  action 
could  not  be  maintained.    The  right  to  maintain  it 


ERROR  ANP  APPEAL  REPORTS.  495 

depends  entirely  on  the  operation  of  this  clause.  Now,  1852. 
without  entering  into  the  question  how  far  the  Crown 
18  bound  by  its  contracts,  to  what  extent  it  has  power  to 
rescind  them,  or  what  means  exist  of  enforcing  them 
against  the  Crown,  and  without  dwelling  on  the  various 
considerations  which  are  involved  in  the  discussion  of  this 
question,  it  is  sufficient  for  me  to  observe  that,  in  my  judg- 
ment, the  clause  in  question,  by  virtue  of  which  alone  this 
action  is  sought  to  be  maintained,  was  not  intended  to 
apply  to  a  case  like  the  present;  that  it  comprehends 
only  cases  arising  between  recognised  purchasers  from, 
and  claimants  under  the  Crown,  and  third  persons,  who 
are  wrongful  possessors  and  trespassers,  both  as  regards 
such  purchasers  and  claimants,  and  the  Crown  itself, 
and  does  not  authorize  any  person,  having  contracted 
with  and  obtained  a  receipt  from  the.  authorized  agent 
of  the  Crown,  to  dispossess  either  the  Crown  itself,  or 
any  persons  holding  possession  of  lands  by  its  authority 
and  with  its  permission,  and  that  upon  the  Attorney- 
General  appearing  under  such  circumstances,  and 
announcing  that  the  defendant  in  the  action  is  in 
possession  with  the  sanction  and  by  the  consent  of  the 
Crown,  and  that,  consequently,  the  action  is  in  fact 
brought  against  the  Crown  itself,  proceedings  in  it 
ought  to  be  stayed.  I  consider  that  the  facts  upon 
which  I  base  my  judgment  in  this  case  sufficiently 
appear,  and  therefore  I  think,  with  the  greatest  respect 
for  the  contrary  opinion,  that  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  ought  to  be  reversed. 

SPRAaas,  y.  C. — ^After  the  best  consideration  that  I 
have  been  able  to  give  to  the  question  involved  in  this 
suit,  I  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that  eject- 
ment is  not  maintainable  against  the  appellant,  the 
defendant  in  the  court  below.  In  the  view  taken  by  his 
Lordship,  the  Chancellor,  I  agree  fully,  and  in  the 
reasoning  by.  which  it  is  supported. 

Looking  at  the  enaotments  of  the  legislature  frofb 
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1852.  1837  to  1849,  in  relation  to  the  disposal  of  the  public 
lands,  one  obvious  intent  and  object  pervades  them  all, 
viz.,  to  facilitate  the  dealing  of  the  Crown  with  occu- 
pants and  other  purchasers  of  Crown  lands;  there  is 
not  one  provision  from  which  the  intent  can  fairly  be 
gathered  to  cripple  the  authority  of  the  Crown,  to 
abridge  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  or  to  confer  rights 
adverse  to  the  Crown,  upon  those  with  whom  the  Crown 
should  have  to  deal. 

This  consideration  is  material ;  for  the  rights  of  the 
Crown  are  not  affected  by  intendment  or  inference,  and 
the  Crown,  in  giving  the  royal  assent  tb  an  act  for 
the  more  convenient  exercise  of  what  were  before  its 
undoubted  rights,  in  relation  to  a  particular  matter,  is 
not,  I  apprehend,  to  be  taken  as  waiving  any  of  those 
rights,  unless  they  are  waived  expressly,  or  unless  it 
very  clearly  appears  that  such  was  the  intent  of  the  act. 
Judgment.  The  sectiou  of  the  act  under  which  this  action  is  brought 
is  highly  useful,  and  would  answer  all  the  ends  for 
which  it  is  evidently  intended,  without  at  all  abridging 
the  discretionary  power  of  the  Crown  to  deal  as  it  might 
deem  just  with  the  public  lands.  The  construction 
given  to  it  is  not  the  necessary  construction,  nor,  as  I 
humbly  conceive,  the  proper  one.  It  is  evident  that  the 
discretionary  power  of  the  Crown  was  intended  to 
be  retained.  The  Crown  had  to  deal  with  lessees  and 
other  occupants,  as  well  as  with  new  purchasers;  and 
the  claims  of  lessees,  occupants,  and  other  individuals 
who,  from  the  peculiar  situation  of  property,  would  be 
liable  to  injury  if  it  were  disposed  of  to  any  other 
persons,  are  plainly  recognised  in  the  25th  section  of 
the  act  of  1841;  and  again,  in  the  28th  section  of  the 
same  act,  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  Crown  is 
recognised  in  dealing  with,  inter  alia^  **  cases  of  sales  or 
appropriations  of  land  inconsistent  with  each  other,  for 
the  same  land/' 

It  is  said  that  in  disposing  of  the  public  lands  by 
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sale,  the  position  of  the  Crown  is  changed  from  what  it  1852. 
was  before :  that  the  Crown  has  become  a  vendor,  and  that  ^7*^*"*^ 
the  Crown  and  the  purchaser  have  become  contracting  ^^^^^ 
parties;  but  where  is  the  contract?  and  by  what  process 
or  act  is  the  Crown  placed  in  such  a  position  ?  Does  the 
purchaser  acquire  any  rights  other  than  such  as  are 
expressly  conferred  upon  him  by  the  statute?  The 
statutes  do  not  place  him  upon  the  footing  of  a 
contracting  party ;  nor  is  it  a  necessary  consequence  of 
the  position  in  which  the  statutes  do  place  him,  that  he 
should  have  the  rights  of  a  contracting  party,  unless,  or 
any  further  than,  they  are  expressly  given  by  the  statute. 
An  ordinary  purchaser  would  have  the  right  to  enforce 
from  his  vendor  specific  performance  of  the  contract  to 
sell.  Here  there  is,  as  I  conceive,  strictly  no  contract 
to  sell,  and  if  there  were,  it  has  not  been  contended  that 
it  could  be  enforced  against  the  Crown,  and  a  petition 
of  right  would  not,  I  apprehend,  lie  for  such  a  purpose. 
What  is  sought  here  is  virtually  an  ejectment  against  Judgment. 
the  Crown.  Now  unless  a  right  to  such  suit  is  conferred 
by  statute,  no  such  right  exists. 

The  statute  gives  the  right  to  the  holder  of  such 
receipt  to  take  immediate  possession  of  the  land  sold, 
and  to  maintain  actions  and  suits  in  law  or  equity 
agaimt  any  wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser  on  such 
land.  The  statute  confers  a  bare  right,  and  that 
against  a  particular  class  of  persons.  The  Crown  has 
not  parted  with  its  title,  has  entered  into  no  contract, 
and  retains  the  land  as  its  own  property.  The  position 
of  the  holder  of  the  receipt,  as  I  understand  it,  is,  that 
he  has  commenced  a  process  under  a  statute,  by  paying 
certain  purchase  money,  by  which,  eventually,  he  may 
acquire  title  from  the  Crown ;  but  in  the  meantime  it 
does  appear  to  me  (with  great  respect  for  the  opinion 
of  the  learned  judges  from  whom  I  have  the  misfortune 
to  differ)  a  great  step  to  hold  a  person  in  such  a  position 
entitled  to  treat  the  agent  of  the  Crown,  or  person  in 
possession  under  the  immediate  authority  of  the  Crown, 
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1852.  as  a  mere  "wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser."  These 
'  words  in  the  actj^must  have  their  weight  and  constrootion ; 
the  sentence  in  the  18th  clanse  would  have  been  com- 
plete without  them ;  evidently  they  are  restrictive.  The 
construction  given  by  the  court  below  appears  to  me 
necessarily  to  give  an  unrestricted  right  of  action  against 
all  the  world,  while  the  statute  gave  it  against  wrong- 
doers only.  Now  the  mischief  or  inconvenience  intended 
to  be  remedied  evidently  was,  that  under  the  old  law 
proceedings  at  the  suit  of  the  Grown  were  necessary  to 
punish  trespassers,  and  to  put  wrongful  possessors  oat 
of  possession,  and  the  provision  in  the  statute  placed 
the  remedy  in  the  hands  of  the  intending  purchaser  from 
the  Crown. 

To  effect  such  object,  the  statute  appears  correctly 
worded,  but  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  it  was  intended 
for  any  other  purpose :  nothing  having  a  tendency  to 
jQdgment  shew  that  it  was  intended  to  be  used  adversely  to 
the  Grown.  Its  giving  a  right  of  action  ^^aa  fully 
and  effectually  as  if  the  patent  deed  had  issued  on 
the  day  of  the  date  of  such  receipt,"  does  not  affect 
the  construction,  as  it  must  still  be  read  with  the 
words  of  restriction  ^'against  any  wrongful  possessor 
or  trespasser,"  and  the  holder  of  the  receipt  thus  has 
a  right  of  action  against  wrong-doers  as  fully  and 
effectually  as  if  a  patent  deed  had  issued.  To  give  to  the 
latter  words  an  unrestricted  interpretation,  and  treat  the 
holder  of  a  receipt  as  entitled  to  the  same  rights  as  a 
patentee  fov  all  purposes  leads,  I  think,  necessarily  to 
this,  that  the  issue  of  a  patent  to  another  person  would 
only  place  that  person  in  the  position  of  a  second 
grantee  of  the  same  land,  a  position  puisne  to  that  of 
the  mere  holder  of  a  receipt,  and  that  although  he  may 
have  paid  but  one  instalment,  while  the  patentee  had 
paid  the  whole  of  the  purchase  money. 

The  right  of  the  Crown  to  deal  with  the  land  mitil 
patent  issued  was  recognised  in  the  judgment  of  the 
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Court  of  Appeal  of  this  provioce  in  the  case  of  Boultan    1852. 
T.  Jeffrey,  already  referred  to  by   the    Chancellor.  ^[J^^^JJ^ 
There  are  some  passages  in  the  judgment  of  his  Lord-  y^J^^ 
ship,  the  Chief  Justice,  in  that  case,  which  appear  to  * 
me  to  be  peculiarly  applicable  to  this.     Speaking  of  the 
patent  being  repealed  upon  a  proceeding  by  the  Crown, 
in  case  the  Crown  had  been  deceiyed  or  misled,  as  being 
the  proper  course,  his  lordship  says,  ^^and  thus  the  land 
would  again  be  vested  in  the  Orown^  tohichy  unquestioU'   . 
abltfy  must  be  allowed  to  exercise  its  will  in  disposing  of 
its  property."    In  another  passage,  speaking  of  the 
repeal  of  the  patent,  upon  a  case  of  imposition  being  made 
out,  it  is  said  that  the  Cjrown  would  be  'Meft  to  dispose 
of  its  land  as  it  might  find  to  be  consistent  with  justice." 
There  are  several  other  passages  in  the  same  judgment 
which  recognise  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  exercise  its 
judgment  and  discretion  upon  conflicting  claims  between 
adverse  parties.     Among  them  is  the  following :  '^  The 
mistakes  of  parties,  as  well  as  of  public  officers,  and 
misapprehensions  of  various  kinds,  have  given  rise  to 
opposing  claims,  which  called  for  anxious  deliberation  in 
the  executive  government,  and  all  that  could  be  done  at 
last  was  to  grant  to  the  party  which  seemed  to  be  best 
entitled.'* 

In  the  case  from  which  I  have  quoted,  the  Crown 
patent  had  issued,  but  the  observatiotis  of  the  court  were 
evid^tly  directed  to  a  state  of  circumstances  such  as 
•  exists  in  this  case,  viz.,  conflicting  claims,'  urged  before 
the  government  by  adverse  parties,  to  become  purchasers 
of  the  same  land.  In  that  case  the  respective  claimants 
were  purchasers  under  the  act  of  1837,  which  contained 
provisions  similar  to  those  under  which  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case  claims.  They  were  not  any  more 
than  the  parties  in  this  case  mere  recipients  of  the  grace 
and  bounty  of  the  Crown,  and  the  passages  which  I 
have  cited  from  the  judgment  are  therefore  applicable 
here.  I  have  quoted  them  although  they  are,  I  believe, 
among  these  quoted  by  the  Chancellor,  for  the  sake  of 
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1852.  the  weight  to  which  they  are  justly  entitled,  and  because 
they  express  better  than  I  can  express  them,  my  own 
views  upon  the  subject.  The  parties  to  this  suit  appear 
to  have  been  adverse  claimants  before  the  executive 
governmeut,  and  in  deciding  for  the  defendant  the 
Crown,  by  its  proper  officers,  doubtless  disposed  of  ite 
land  as  was  felt  to  be  consistent  with  justice;  and  here 
I  may  add  that  not  only  has  the  Crown,  in  my  judg- 
ment, the  right,  but  that  it  is,  as  I  believe,  to  the 
advantage  and  benefit  of  purchasers  of  public  lands  that 
the  Crown  should  have,  and  by  its  proper  officers  should, 
until  patent  issued,  exercise  the  right  of  considering  and 
determining  upon  the  conflicting  claims  which  may  be 
preferred  by  different  individuals  to  the  same  land. 
The  materials  for  coming  to  a  sound  and  just  conclusion 
are  within  the  reach  of  the  government;  its  officers  are 
conversant  with  the  subject,  and  there  is  no  reason  to 
believe  but  that  the  government  would,  between  adverse 
jndsmwb  claimants,  adjudge  the  land  to  the  one  whose  claims 
appeared  the  more  just. 

With  regard  to  the  position,  that  the  Crown  has 
granted  a  receipt,  and  can  revoke  it  by  no  act  less 
than  a  matter  of  record,  I  think  it  is  fallacious.  The 
Grown  can  manifest  its  will  as  to  its  disposition  of 
Crown  lands  otherwise  than  by  matter  of  record,  and 
authority  has  been  cited  to  shew  this ;  and  besides,  here 
there  is,  as  it  appears  to  me,  no  revocation  properly  so 
called.  There  has  been,  between  conflicting  claims,  a 
preference  for  that  one  which  appeared  the  more  just, 
and  the  Crown  has  declared  that  preference  in  the 
ordinary  mode,  and  that  claimant,  thenceforth,  held 
possession  under  the  immediate  authority  of  the  Crown. 
Such  act  of  the  Crown  may  have  affected,  and  as  I 
think  did  affect,  the  position  and  rights  of  the^other 
claimant,  but  the  Crown  had  granted  nothing  which  it 
was  necessary  to  revoke.  Its  agent  had  received  money, 
and  given  a  receipt  for  it,  and  to  that  receipt  a  certain 
effect  is  given  by  statute  against  wrong-doers.     If  the 
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Crown,  in  the  exercise  of  its  judgment  and  discretion,    1852. 
place  another  person,  whom  it  conceives  better  entitled,  ^'^JJ^"*' 
in  possession,  or  by  its  deliberate  act  recognises  his  ^^^^„ 
possession  as  not  wrongful,  but  lawful,  the  effect  of 
such  act  of  the  Grown  is  to  invest  the  character  of  such 
possession  with  right,    and   thus  take   the '  person   in 
possession  out  of  the  class  against  which  the  holder  of 
such  a  receipt  has  his  remedy  by  ejectment.     This,  I 
think,  is  the  extent  of  the  act  of  the  Grown,  when  it 
allows  the  claim  of  another  than  the  holder  of  the 
receipt,  and  it  is  not,  as  I  conceive,  a  revocation  of  any 
thing,  in  the  strict  and  proper  meaning  of  that  term. 

I  should  have  felt  it  right  to  go  more  fully  and 
minutely  into  the  question  raised  in  this  cause,  if  I  ha^ 
BOt  been  preceded  by  his  Lordship  the  Ghancellor  and 
my  brother  JEsten;  as  it  is,  I  have  expressed  only  briefly 
and  generally  my  views  upon  the  subject. 

Per  curiam. — Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. — [Blake, 
C.,  and  EsTEN  and  Spragob,  V.  GG.,  dissenting.] 


[^Before  the  Eon.  Sir  John  B.^Bobinson,  Barty  O.  J.j 
the  Son.  W.  Hume  Blake^  Chancellor^  the  Hon. 
W.  H.  Draper,  0.  J.  C.  P.,  the  Hon.  Sir  J.  B. 
Macaular/y  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  the  Hon. 
Mr.  Justice  Bums^  and  the  Hon.  Vice- Chancellor 
Spragge.'] 

On  ak  Appeal  trox  tbi  Coitrt  or  Goxxoh  Fleas. 


The  Queen  v.  Gray. 

AppUeaiionfor  new  trial  in  criminal  eattt — Statute  20  Vie.,  eh.  20. 

Held,  ftflSrming  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  Common  Pleas,  that 
under  the  statute  (20  Vic,  ch.  61)  the  court  is  not  empowered  to 
grant  a  new  trial  in  criminal  cases  on  any  ground  apart  from  what 
was  done  by  either  the  court  or  the  jury  at  the  trial ;  such  as  the 
alleged  discovery  of  new  evidence,  or  a  disappointment  in  obtaining 
witnesses. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
Common  Pleas,  refusing  a  new  trial  of  the  defendant. 
63  VOL.  I. 
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1869.  It  appeared  that  Samuel  Gray  and  Roiwell  Crates  were 
indicted  together  at  the  winter  assises  for  the  United 
Counties  of  York  and  Peel,  for  the  year  1869,  on  a 
charge  of  highway  rohbery,  with  violence,  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  on  one  James  Collingwood,  The 
prisoners  severed  at  their  trial,  and  Roswell  Grate»^  who 
was  tried  first,  was  acquitted;  but  subsequently,  on  the 
trial  of  the  prisoner  Samuel  Grayy  the  jury  returned  a 
verdict  of  guilty  against  him,  the  said  Samuel  Oray^  on 
the  whole  indictment,  and  he  was  sentenced  to  three 
years'  confinement  in  the  provincial  penitentiary,  at 
hard  labor. 

In  Hilary  Term,  1859,  an  application  was  made  to 
the  court  of  Common  Pleas,  for  a  new  trial  on  behalf  of 
the  said  Samuel  Gray^  under  the  provisions  of  20 
Victoria,  chapter  61,  on  the  aflBdavits  of  the  said  Samuel 
Grayj  the  said  Moswell  Gates^  and  Thomas  Henry 
Ince,  filed  on  the  application.  The  court  refused  a  rule 
nisi  on  the  afiidavits  filed,  waiving,  however,  the 
necessity  of  filing  a  copy  of  the  judge's  notes  of  evidence 
in  the  cause,  as  directed  by  the  Orders  of  this  Court, 
holding  that  the  court  is  not  empowered  under  20 
Victoria,  chapter  61,  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
of  the  absence  of  witnesses. 

From  this  ruling  of  the  court  the  prisoner  appealed. 

Mr.  Ince  for  the  appeal. 

Mr.  J.  Patterson  contra. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  wa9  delivered  by 

Sir  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart,  C.  J. — ^By  Statute  20th 
Victoria,  chapter  61,  section  1,  a  defendant  in  any 
criminal  case  convicted  at  the  assizes  may  apply  for  a 
new  trial  to  either  of  the  superior  courts  of  common 
law  upon  any  point  of  law^  or  question  offact^  in  as  full 
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uid  ample  a  manner  as  any  person  maj  apply  to  snch    1€$9. 
superior  court  for  a  new  trial  in  a  civil  action,  TtoOueln 

T. 

Section  4,  gives  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Error  and 
Appeal  in  case  such  ^'  conviction  shall  be  affirmed/'  by 
the  court  of  common  law  which  has  been  applied  to  for 
a  new  trial,  and  it  is  provided  that  "such  court  of 
Error  and  Appeal  shall  and  may  make  such  rule  or 
order  thereon,  either  in  affirmance  of  such  conviction  or 
for  granting  a  new  trial  or  otherwise,  as  the  justice  of 
the  case  may  require,  and  shall  further  make  all  other 
necessary  rules  and  orders  for  carrying  such  rule,  or 
order  into  effect." 

The  last  recited  words,  that  the  superior  court  "  may 
make  such  rule  or  order  thereon  either  in  affirmance  of 
the  conviction,  or  for  granting  a  new  trial,  or  otherwise^ 
88  the  justice  of  the  case  may  require,"  are  certainly 
very  comprehensive,  but  they  must  be  taken  in  connec-  Judgment. 
tion  with  the  object  of  the  application  which  the  statute 
allows  to  be  entertained  by  the  court  appealed  from ; 
and  that  is,  ^^  an  application  for  a  new  trial  upon  any 
point  of  law  or  question  of  fact." 

Both  of  the  comnon  law  courts  have  considered  that 
the  statute  does  not  admit  of  a  new  trial  being  granted 
upon  affidavits  setting  forth  the  discovery  of  new 
evidence  since  the  trial,  or  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  was  unable,  from  some  cause,  to  procure  the 
testimony  of  certain  witnesses.  For  the  grounds  of 
that  opinion  I  refer  to  the  judgment  given  in  the 
Common  PJeas,  which  is  appealed  from  in  this  case,  and 
to  the  cases  in  the  Queen's  Bench  of  this  province,  of 
Regina  v.  Crozier^  (a)  and  Regina  v.  Oxentine,  {b)  and  the 
case  in  the  Common  Pleas  of  The  Queen  v.  Beckwtth,  (c) 
in  my  judgment,  is  in  accordance  with  the  opinion 
expressed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the  cases 
I  have  mentioned. 

(o)17U.C.  Q.  B.  276.      (6)  17  lb.  295.      (e)  8  U.  C.  C.  P.  274, 


ERROR  AND  APPEAL  REPORTS. 

In  criminal  cases,  as  in  civil,  it  rests  with  the  judge 
at  the  trial  to  determine  questions  of  law,  and  with  the 
jury  to  determine  questions  of  fact,  though  in  some 
cases  it  is  thrown  upon  the  jury  to  determine  a  mixed 
question  of  law  and  fact. 

The  judgment  that  has  been  given  upon  any  point  of 
law  or  question  of  fact,*  where  it  has  resulted  in  the 
conviction  of  the  defendant,  is  made  by  the  statute 
subject  to  an  appeal  to  either  of  the  superior  courts  of 
common  law,  by  way  of  motion  for  a  new  trial,  but  not, 
I  think,  on  any  ground,  apart  from  what  was  done  by 
either  the  court  or  the  jury  at  the  trial ;  such  as  the 
alleged  discovery  of  new  evidence  or  a  disappointment 
in  obtaining  witnesses. 

We  all,  I  think,  agree  in  the  opinion  that  if  we  could 
grant  a  new  trial,  upon  grounds  of  such  a  nature  as  are 
disclosed  in  this  case,  we  should  certainly  not  think  that 
a  sufficient  case  of  that  kind  is  made  out  on  the 
affidavits  which  were  before  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  ;  and  that  in  a  civil  case  no  court  would  be  war- 
ranted in  disturbing  the  verdict  upon  such  statements*'*' 

Per  Curiam* — ^Appeal  dismissed. 


*  See  alBO  The  Queen  t.  Mcllroy,  1  U.  C.  G.  P.  N.  S.  116. 
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PRINCIPAL    MATTERS 


ABSCONDING  DEBTOR. 

(attaohment  aoaihot.) 

See  "Practice,"  4. 

ASSESSMENT. 
See  "Pleading." 

CHANCERY  ACT. 

(POWER  OF  COtniT  TO  BEFU8E  BEDEHPTIOH  UKBEE  UtH  CLAUSE  OF.) 

See  "  Mortgage,"  2. 
«  Redemption." 


CHARGE. 

See  "Win." 

CHURCHWARDENS. 

See  "  Diaturbance." 


COSTS. 

See  **  DeUyery  of  Gooda.'* 
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CROWN  PATENT. 
See  "  Grant  from  the  Crown. 


CUMULATIVE  LEGACIES. 

See  "WiU." 


CRIMINAL  CASES. 
See  "New  Trial." 


CROWN  LANDS. 
(fukchase  or.) 

Held,  on  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  that 
the  purchaser  from  the  Government  of  a  clergy  reserve,  upon 
which  he  has  paid  an  instalment  of  his  purchase  money,  and 
obtained  the  usual  receipt  from  the  Crown  Lands  Department, 
has  a  right  to  obtain  possession  against  any  one  in  the  occupation ; 
and  that  although  the  occupant  may  have  subsequently  obtained 
the  receipt  of  the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands ;  the  Crown, 
under  such  circumstances,  being  bound  by  the  contract  made  by 
the  department  with  the  first  purchaser.  [Blake^  C,  EUen  and 
Spragge,  V.CC,  dissentiug.] 

Doe  Henderson  v.  Westover,  465. 


DELIVERY  OF  GOODS. 

A  party  agreed  to  sell  and  deliver  "F.  O.  B."  4000  barrelfl  of 
flour  by  a  day  named ;  of  this  quantity  3000  had  been  delivered, 
but  the  remaining  1000  were  not  in  the  possession  of  the  party 
contracting  to  be  delivered  until  after  the  day  appointed. 
Some  days  afterwards  the  vendors  sent  to  the  broker  who  had 
negotiated  the  sale  the  order  c^  another  person  for  the  required 
quantity,  which,  aftier  taking  some  days  to  correspond  with  their 
vendees,  the  purchasers  agreed  to  accept  and  paid  the  price  agreed 
upon  to  the  broker,  who  remitted  the  money  to  the  vendors, 
and  a  vessel  was  without  delay  despatched  by  the  purchasers  to 
receive  the  flour  on  board  :  before  reaching  the  port  where  the 
flour  was  to  be  shipped  a  fire  had  taken  plate  in  the  war^ 
house  and  destroyed  the  flour .  stored  therein.  In  the  absence 
of  auy  evidence  shewing  a  setting  apart  of  the  1000  barrels,  or 
any  acceptance  by  the  purchasers  thereof,  the  Court,  while  ex- 
pressing a  clear  opinion  that  under  such  circumstances  the  loss 
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must  fidl  upon  the  vendors,  dismissed  an  appeal  from  the  Court 
below  granting  a  new  trial  on  the  application  of  the  vendors, 
against  whom  a  verdict  had  been  rendered  for  the  price  of  the 
flour ;  the  Court  below  having  ordered  such  new  trial  upon  the 
assumption  that  a  certain  fact  material  to  the  consideration  of 
the  point  in  question  was  as  stated,  in  which  case  the  verdict 
would  have  been  wrong  ;  or  that  such  fact  was  asserted  on  one 
side  and  denied  on  the  other,  and  the  same  had  not  been  found  one 
way  or  the  other  by  the  jury  :  reserving  for  future  consideration 
the  costs  of  the  appeal,  tiius  leaving  the  new  trial  to  proceed  on 
the  terms  in  which  it  was  ordered. 

Coleman  v.  McDermott,  445. 


DEMURRER. 

(for  want  of  parties.) 

See  "Practice,"   1. 


DISTURBANCE. 

The  church  of  St.  J.,  having  been  destroyed  by  fire,  it  was 
agreed  that  pew-holders  who  had  purchased  the  right  to  their 
pews,  subject  to  a  ground  rent,  should  pay  a  certain  sum,  and  be 
reinstated  as  nearly  as  circumstances  would  permit  in  their  pews 
in  a  new  church,  to  be  built  on  the  site  of  that  destroyed.  After 
the  new  church  was  built  one  of  such  pew-holders  refused  to  pay 
a  sum  of  £25,  agreed  to  be  subscribed  by  him  towards  re-building 
the  church,  and  for  which  he  had  given  his  promissory  note; 
whereupon  the  churchwardens,  acting  in  pursuance  of  a  resolu- 
tion of  the  vestry,  removed  the  door  from  the  pew  claimed  by 
him,  and  the  holder  thereof  instituted  an  action  on  the  case 
against  the  churchwardens  for  disturbance  of  his  easement.  Held, 
affirming  the  decision  of  the  Court  below,  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  recover.     \_MacauIay,  C.J.,  and  Bum*,  J.,  dissenting.] 

Brnnskill  v.  Harris,  322. 


EJECTMENT. 
(against  secokd  purchaser  of  crown  lands.) 
See  "  Crown  Lands." 


EQUITABLE  ASSETS. 

H.  obtained  from  his  debtor  an  assignment  of  his  books  of 
account,  notes,   bills,  and  other  evidences  of  debt,   by  way  of 
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Beovoity  against  the  oonMqueneeB  of  his  beoonmigapartf  tbi 
for  the  aocommodation  of  the  debtor ;  and  also  a  cdnT^anee  of 
reid  estate  fitim  the  &ther  of  the  deibtor  for  tiie  eame  pBrpoae. 
Sravuig  been  eompeUed  to  pay-  a  krge  ram  of  vumey  by  renon 
of  his  being  a  party  to  such  notes,  H.  recovered  judgment  agaimt 
the  debtor,  and  sned  out  execution  thereon^  which  was  Hkt  first 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  Sheriff,  against  l^e  debtor,  and  the 
eflfeots  of  Ae  debtor  -Were  afberwards  sold  under  this  and  other 
eKeeutions  subsequently  placed  in  the  hands  of  ^e  Sheri^  upon 
whvoh  sale  suf&dent  was  realised  to  pay  the  execution  of  H^  and 
leave  a  balance  in  the  hands  of  tlie  Sheriff;  and  fi.'s  eiaim  was 
aoookdin^y  paid^  and  the  books  of  account  and  other  securi- 
ties held  by  him  were  delivered  up  to  the  debtor,  after  notice 
from  J.,  a  later  judgment  creditor,  not  to  part  with  them,  and 
the  father's  land  was  re-conveyed  to  him.  The  execution  creditor 
who'  gave  the  notice,  claimed  in  consequence,  priority  over  inter- 
mediate execution  creditors,  and  also  a  ri^t  to  compel  H.  to  make 
good  the  amount  of  his  claim  in  consequence  of  having  parted 
with  the  securitieB.     Upon  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery, 

Hddf  1st,  affirming  the  decree  of  the  Court  below,  that  a 
subsequent  execution  creditor  had  not  any  equity  to  compel 
the  first  creditor  to  recover  payment  of  his  claim  out  of  the 
property  held  by  him  in  security,  so  as  to  leave  tibe  goods  of 
the  debtor  to  satisfy  the  subsequent  executions ;  nor  had  he  any 
right  to  call  upon  H.  to  assign  the  lands  conveyed  to  him  by  tin 
debtor^s  fiither ;  nor  was  H.  personally  liable  to  the  subsequcDt 
execution  creditors. 

Held,  2ndly,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court  bebw,  [Estat, 
and  Spraggty  Y.CC,  dissenting,]  that  the  securities  in  ilie  hands 
of  H.  being,  at  that  time,  not  seizable  under  common  law  process, 
no  right  vested  in  H.  to  transfer  them  to  him,  nor  was  he  bound 
to  make  good  to  J.  any  loss  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  his 
refusal  to  deliv^  the  securities  to  J.,  but  that  such  securities 
being  in  the  nature  of  equitable  assets,  they  should  be  distributed 
amongst  all  the  creditors  paripatsu.  And,  per  Sir  J.  B.  Bobin- 
son,  Bart,  C.J.,  that  this  was  not  a  case  to  whidi  the  principle  of 
manhalling  the  assets  applied,  and  that  H.  had  a  perfect  right  to 
restore  the  securities  to  tne  debtor. 

Topping  V.  Joseph,  292. 


EQUITY  OF  REDEMPTION. 

(sale  of  uhder  fi.  fa.) 

Hddy  by  all  the  Court,  that  an  equity  of  redemption  of  an 
estate  of  inheritance  cannot  be  sold  by  1^  Sheriff  under  com- 
mon law  process. 

Simpson  v.  8myth>  9. 

•   [But  see  Cons.  Slat  tJ.  C.  ch.  96,  sec.  11.] 
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EVIDENCE. 

One  of  several  defendants  having  deposed  to  a  fact,  wMch,  if 
proved  by  proper  testimony,  would  have  tended  to  defeat  the 
suit  as  against  him  as  well  as  against  his  co-defendants,  gtiorc, 
whether  his  evidence  is  admissible  on  behalf  of  his  co-defendants  1 

Simpson  v.  Smyth,  9. 
See  also  "  Maker  and  Indorser." 


FIERI  FACIAS. 

(sale  of  equity  of  REDEMPTION  UNDER.) 

See  "  Equity  of  Redemption." 


FREE  ON  BOARD. 

The  effect  and  meaning  of  the  words  "  Free  on  Board"  con- 
sidered. 

Coleman  v.  McDermott,  445. 


GRANT  FROM  THE  CROWN. 

1.  Where  the  Executive  Government  have  examined  into  and 
dotiBidettBd  the  claims  of  opposing  parties  to  lands  leased  from 
the  Crown,  with  a  claim  of  pre-emption,  and  have  ultimately 
granted  them  to  one  of  those  parties,  the  Court  of  Chancery  has 
not  any  authority,  where  no  fraud  appears  in  obtaining  the  grants 
afterwards  to  declare  the  grantee  of  the  Crown  a  trustee  of  any 
portion  of  such  lands  for  the  opposing  party,  on  the  ground  that 
he  had  previously  acquired  an  equitable  interest  therein.  And 
qumrtf  if  even  there  had  been  fraud,  whether  the  Court,  under 
such  cinmmstances,  would  have  authority  to  interfere  at  the 
instance  of  the  party  who  had  opposed  the  grant. 

Boulton  V.  Jeffirey,  111. 

2.  The  Crown,  by  a  patent  in  1838,  granted  a  parcel  of  land 
as  containing  70  acred,  being  the  easterly  half  of  lot  No.  30  in 
the  7th  concession  of  the  township  of  Albion ;  the  metes  and 
bounds  beinff  given  as  commencing  at  the  south-east  angle  of  the 
rear  or  east  hfdf  of  the  lot,  (such  point  being  known  and  undis- 
puted, *and  the  Crown  at  the  time  owning  all  the  land  in  that 
concession  beyond  that  lot,)  then  on  a  course  north  45^  45'  west 
10  chains,  more  or  lessy  to  the  allowance  for  road  on  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  township,  (which  was  also  well  known  and  ascer- 
tained,) then  south  74^>  west  35  ohains  50  links,  more  or  less,  to 
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the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  30  and  31 ;  then  Bonth  39° 
30',  west  one  chain  50  links,  more  or  less,  -to  the  centre  of  the 
concession,  &c. ;  and  in  the  year  1850,  another  grant  was  made 
of  lot  No.  31,  in  the  7th  concession,  as  containing  34  acres, 
without  any  description  by  metes  and  bounds.  In  the  original 
survey  of  the  township  the  allowance  for  road  between  lote  30 
and  31  had  never  been  run  through,  or  any  posts  planted  on  the 
rear  of  the  lots,  although  posts  had  been  planted  at  the  front 
angles,  and  by  producing  the  line  aa  it  had  been  run  between  lots 
30  and  31  in  the  6th  concession,  the  distance  of  35  chains  and 
50  links,  as  given  by  the  patent,  along  the  allowance  for  road  on 
the  northerly  side  of  the  township,  would  be  materially  lessened. 
The  owner  of  lot  31,  treating  the  person  in  possession  of  lot  30, 
as  a  trespasser,  in  respect  of  all  the  land  not  included  within  such 
limits,  brought  an  action  of  trespass  against  him. 

Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  that  the 
grantee,  under  the  patent  of  1838,  in  the  absence  of  any  post  to 
mark  the  allowance  for  road,  was  entitled  to  the  full  distance  of 
35  chains  and  50  links,  as  specified  in  the  grants  without  any 
reference  to  the  posts  planted  at  the  front  angles  of  the  lot. 
\MacauIayy  0.  J.,  Esten  and  Spragge,  Y.CC,  dissenting.] 

Dizon  T.  McLaughlin,  370. 

3.  On  the  8th  of  January,  1836,  a  surveyor,  in  compliance 
with  instructions  from  the  Government  agent  laid  out  a  road  or 
street  on  the  northern  limits  of  the  town  of  London,  two  chains 
wide,  a  portion  of  which  was  then,  and  had  for  some  time  been, 
in  the  actual  possession  of  the  Episcopal  Church,  to  which  body 
a  patent  subsequently,  and  on  the  18th  of  January,  1836,  was 
issued,  granting  to  them  all  that  parcel  or  tract  of  land,  *^  on 
which  the  Episcopal  church  now  stands,  and  containiog  four 
acres  and  two-tenths  of  an  acre  or  thereabouts,"  upon  an  iadict* 
ment  {or  a  nuisance  in  stopping  up  the  highway. 

Hdd,  that  this  survey,  although  made  after  the  grantees 
had  gone  into  possession,  must  prevail  against  such  possession. 
[Hagartyy  J.,  ^ussenting.] 

Mountjoy  v.  The  Queen,  429. 


HIGHWAY. 

See  "  Grant  from  the  Crown,"  3. 

INDIAN  RIGHTS. 
See  "  Rescission  of  Contract." 
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INJUNCTION. 
See  ''  Mutual  Insurance  Company." 

INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

(electing  to  rebuild.) 

See  "  Mutual  Insurance  Company." 


JUDGMENT  CREDITOR. 

See  <<  Equitable  Assets." 


LEGACIES. 

(cumulative.) 

See  "Will" 

MAKER  AND  INDORSER. 

The  effect  of  the  12  Victoria,  chapter  70,  commonly  called 
"The  Evidence  Act,"  was  not  to  repeal  the  5  William  IV., 
chapter  1  :  where,  therefore,  the  maker  and  indorser  of  a  pro- 
missory note  were  sued  together  in  one  'action,  and  each  pleaded 
a  plea  setting  up  want  of  consideration  for  making  and  indorsing 
the  note  respectively : 

Edd,  that  this  did  not  preclude  the  one  defendant  calling  and  * 
examining  his  co-defendant  to  prove  the  truth  of  such  plea  in 
favour  of  the  party  so  calling  him.  * 

Robertson  v.  Moffatt,  459. 


METES  AND  BOUNDS, 
ye  "  Grant  fix)m  the  Crown,"  ! 


MORTGAGK 

1.  Where  a  party  held  a  mortgage  ufx>n  lands,  and  the  mort- 
gagor having  afterwards  become  indebted  to  the  mortgagee  in  a 
further  sum  of  money,  conveyed  the  lands  to  him  in  fee,  and 
some  days  afterwards  the  grantee  gave  the  mortgagor  a  bond  to 
re-convey  upon  payment  of  the  whole  debt : 
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Udd,  that  the  grantee  was  eutitled  to  hold  the  premifies  as  a 
security  for  the  whole  of  his  debt,  as  against  a  mesne  incombrance 
which  had  been  created  thereon  between  the  time  of  his  obtaining 
the  mortgage  and  the  conveyance  to  him  in  fee,  but  of  which  he 
had  not  been  notified  before  the  execution  of  the  conveyance  under 
which  he  claimed.  EMy  also,  that  registration  is  not  notice  in 
this  country. — [Grant's  Ch.  Kep.  vol.  1,  p.  169  ;  but  see  Stat. 
13  &  U  Vic,  ch.  63,  sec.  4  ;  Con.  Stats.  XJ.  C.  p.  894.] 

Street  v.  The  Commercial  Bank,  2i^. 

2.  In  November,  1834,  the  owper  of  land  conveyed  the  same 
in  fee  for  the  confdderation  of  £159  12s.  6d.,  with  a  proviso  that 
if  the  grantor  during  his  natural  life,  or  his  heirs,  &c.,  in  one 
year  after  his  decease,  should  pay  that  sum  and  interest  to  the 
grantee,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  the  conveyance  and  every 
thing  therein  contained  8houl4  be  null  and  void.  In  August, 
1835,  the  grantor  died  without  having  ever  paid  any  portion  of 
the  principal  or  interest,  and  his  representatives  had  never  paid 
any  portion  thereof.  Some  time  between  1841  and  184^,  the 
grantee  offered  the  heir-at-law  of  the  grantor  to  re-convey  on 
])ayment  of  principal  and  interest  then  due,  (£225,)  but  which 
offer  he  declined  to  acdipt,  stating  that  the  land  was  not  worth 
that  sum,  and  subsequently  went  to  reside  in  the  United  States, 
where  he  died,  having  some  time  previously  to  his  death  opuyeyed 
all  his  interest  in  the  land  to  W.  M.,  who  died  in  1849,  without 
ever  having  registered  liis  conveyance,  or  made  any  clain^.to  the 
property,  or  seeking  to  redeem  it.  In  185G  the  heir  of  W.  M., 
a  minor,  filed  a  bill  to  redeem  against  the  grantee,  and  his  vender 
of  the  estate,  and  which  the  vendee  had  been  in  poss^sioA  of 
since  the  time  of  his  purchase,  and  had  cleared  seventy  acres,  and 
made  other  improvements  to  the  value  of  about  £600  or  £700. 
On  appeal  this  Court,  reversing  the  decree  of  the  Court  below, 
refused  the  relief  asked,  and  dismissed  the  plaintiff's  bill  with 

Stanton  v.  McEinlay,  265. 


MUTUAL  INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

According  to  one  of  the  conditions  in  a  policy  of  insurance 
effected  upon  a  dwelling  house,  the  c6mpany  in  case  of  loss  or 
damage  thereto,  were  to  have  the  option  of  making  good  such 
loss  or  damage  either  in  money,  accordiog  to  the  sum  insured, 
or  by  re-building,  or  by  repairing  the  same,  according  to  circum- 
stances. The  house  having  been  destroyed  by  fire,  the  company 
instead  of  paying  the  amount  insured,  elected  to  re-build,  which 
they  commenced  doing  without  having  obtained  from  the  insured 
any  plan  of  the  house  destroyed,  and  against  his  express  objec- 
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tion  to  their  proceeding  :  in.  erecting  the  new  stnictore  they  also 
intentionallj  departed  from  what  wajs  known  to  be  a  feature  of 
the  old  building  ;  thereupon  the  insured  filed  a  bill  to  restrain 
the  company  from  proceeding  to  erect  the  building  in  the  defec- 
tive manner  point^  out,  and  praying  that  the  company  might 
be  decreed  specifically  to  perform  the  condition  by  erecting  a 
house  exactly,  or  at  least  substantially,  corresponding  with  that 
destroyed.  The  Vice-Chancellor  decreed  the  relief  as  prayed  : 
from  this  decree  the  company  appealed,  and  on  argument  thereof 
the  Court  reversed  the  decree  so  pronounced,  and  dismissed  the 
bill ;  hut,  under  the  circumstances,  without  costs. 

The'  Home  District  Mutual  Insurance  Company 
V.  Thompson,  247. 


NEW  TRIAL. 

(IK  CBIICINAL  OASES.) 

Eeldf  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
that  under  the  statute  (20  Vie  ch.  61)  the  Court  is  not  em- 
powered to  grant  a  new  trial  in  criminal  cases  on  any  ground 
apart  from  what  was  done  by  either  the  ^urt  or  the  jury  at  the 
trial ;  such  as  the  alleged  discoveiy  of  new  evidence,  or  a  disap- 
pointment in  obtaining  witnesses. 

The  Queen  v.  Gr^y,  501. 


NON-RESIDENTS. 
See  "Pleading." 


NOTICE. 
See  "Mortgage,"  1. 

PARTIES. 

(dkvubrer  fob  wAirr  of.) 

See  "Practice,"!. 


PAYMENT. 

See  "Specific Performance." 
65  VOL.  I. 
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PEW  HOLDER. 

.  See  "Disturbance." 


PLEADING. 

A  Don-resident  owner  of  lands  in  a  municipality  is  not  liable^ 
to  be  proceeded  against  by  action  for  the  recovery  of  rates  im- 
posed in  respect  of  such  lands,  unless  it  be  averred  and  proved 
that  the  owner  had  personally  or  in  writing  informed  the  assessor 
that  he  owned  the  property,  and  desired  to  be  assessed  therefor ; 
and  the  omission  of  the  declaration  to  aver  such  request  is  not 
cured  by  the  defendants  suffering  judgment  to  go  by  default. 

Berlin  v.  Grange,  279. 

See  also  "  Practice,"  1. 


PRACTICE. 

1.  The  plaintiffe  in  the  Court  below  having  filed  their  bill  U> 
redeem,  setting  forth  ti  a  schedule  the  names  of  certain  parties; 
who  had  purchased  portions  of  the  mortgage  premises,  and  charge 
ing  them  with  notice  of  the  defect  in  the  title,  but  none  of  whom 
were  made  parties,  nor  was  any  reason  assigned  for  not  including 
them  as  parties  to  the  suit;  one  of  the  defendants  put  in  a 
general  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  which  upon  argument  be- 
fore the  Vice-Chancellor  was  overruled,  on  the  ground  that  the 
prayer  of  the  bill  was  in  the  alternative,  and  to  the  relief  prayed 
by  one  of  those  alternatives  the  plaintiffs  were  entitied  without 
those  parties  being  present.  Held^  on  appeal,  that  if  for  any  part 
of  the  relief  prayed  other  parties  are  necessary  to  be  brought 
before  the  Court,  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill  will  hold ;  hut^  as 
the  defendant  had  subsequently  to  the  order  overruling  the 
demurrer  put  in  his  answer,  hdd^  that  he  was  too  late  in  making 
an  appeal  from  that  order,  and  the  appeal  from  the  order  over- 
ruling the  demurrer  was  dismissed  without  costs. 

Simpson  v.  Smyth,  9. 

2.  A  bill  having  been  filed  against  trustees  and  executors,  re- 
siding  at  Montreal,  in  the  Province  of  Lower  Canada,  for  an 
account  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  who,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  for  some  years  previously,  had  been  domiciled  there  \  the 
trustees,  &c.,  although  not  obliged  to  do  so,  had  appeared  to,  and 
answered  the  bill,  submitting  to  account,  &c.,  in  such  manner  as 
the  Court  should  direct  Afterwards,  and  before  any  evidence 
had  been  taken,  they  discovered  that  there  was  a  very  important 
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difference  as  to  the  responsibility  incurred  by  them  according  to 
the  laws  of  Upper  Canada,  and  what  they  would  have  incurred 
according  to  the  laws  of  Lower  Canada,  but  which  at  the  time  of 
filing  their  answer  they  were  not  aware  did  exist ;  they  then  moved 
the  Court,  upon  affidavits  setting  forth  these  facts,  to  be  allowed 
to  file  a  supplemental  answer,  for  the  purpose  of  stating  the  fact 
of  foreign  domicile,  and  the  law  of  Lower  Canada,  according  to 
which  alone  they  had  always  acted. 

HM^  that  under  the  circumstances,  they  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  file  a  supplemental  answer,  for  the  purpose  of  placing  these 
facts  upon  the  pleadings ;  and  heM^  also,  that  although  the  effect 
of  such  permission  might  be  to  enable  the  parties  to  set  up  a 
defence  of  the  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Courts  of  this  Province, 
to  interfere  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  still  that  was  not 
any  objection  against  it,  but  rather  a  reason  why^  they  should  be 
permitted  to  file  the  supplemental  answer. 

Torrance  v.  Crooks,  230. 

Held,  per  Cur.,  {Esfen,  V.C,  dissentienfey)  that  the  practice 
hitherto  pursued  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  confirming  the 
Master's  report,  when  the  account  has  been  taken  ex  parte,  and 
without  notice  to  the  defendant,  is  irregular ;  and  that  the  Court 
was  right  in  refusing  to  confirm  the  rejiort,  notwithstanding  that 
had  been  the  practice  ever  since  the  order  in  question  was  made 
—[1  Grant's  Ch.  Rep.  257.] 

Hawkins  v.  Jarvis,  246. 

4.  Beld,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  that  a  writ 
of  execution  against  the  goods  of  an  absconding  debtor,  issued 
upon  a  judgment  entered  up  prior  to  his  absconding,  was  entitled 
to  priority  over  writs  of  attachment  placed  in  the  Sheriff's  hands 
before  such  execution  j  notwithstanding  the  judgment,  upon  which 
it  had  been  sued  out,  was  entered  up  upon  a  cognovit  in  a  cause 
in  which  no  process  had  been  served  or  executed  before  the  suing 
out  of  the  writs  of  attachment,  [Sir  J.  B,  Robinson,  Bart.,  C.  J., 
McLean^  J.,  and  Spragge,  Y.C,  dissenting.] 

Carroll  v.  Potter,  34L 

See  also  "  Delivery  of  Goods." 
«  Evidence." 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  "  Specific  Performance,"  1. 
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PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
See  '< Equitable  Assets.^' 


REDEMPTION. 
(power  op  court  to  rbpusb.) 

J.  Per  Rchifuon^  C,  J.,  and  McLean^  J.— The  Court  of  Chan- 
ceiy,  under  the  11th  section  of  the  Chanoerj  Act  may,  under 
certain  circumstances,  refuse  redemption,  notwithstanding  twenty 
years  have  not  elapsed  since  the  mortgagor  went  out  of  possession. 

Per  Macaulay  and  Smith,  Ex  CC. — That  the  Court  has*not, 
under  this  section,  power  to  refuse  redemptiou,  where  by  the  law 
of  England  the  psprty  would  be  entitled  to  redeem,  but  has  only  a 
discretion  of  imposing  terms  different  from  those  that  would  be 
imposed  according  to. the  strict  rules  in  England. 

SimpsoD  V.  Smyth,  9. 

2.  The  Court  of  Chancery,  under  the  1 1th  section  of  the  Chan* 
eery  Act,  nmy,  under  certain  circumstances,  refuse  redemption, 
notwithstanding  twenty  years  have  not  elapsed  since  the  mort- 
gagor went  out  of  possession. 


&  C.  172. 


See  also  '^  Mortgage,"  2. 


REGISTRATION. 
See  "  Mortgage,"  1. 


RE-PURCHASE. 

(sale  with  right  op.) 

See  "Mortgage,"  2. 


RESCISSION  OP  CONTRACT. 

Where  a  party,  complaining  of  fraud  in  the  execution  of  a  con- 
tract, filed  a  bill  to  have  it  rescinded,  and  it  appeared  that  after 
discovering  what  was  alleged  as  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  vendor, 
the  vendee  had  continued  to  deal  with  the  property,  the  subject 
of  the  contract : 

Sddf  that  on  that  account,  if  even  the  fraud  had  been  dearly 
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ffitaWwiiwi,  tiie  vendee  vat  not  entided  to  the  leUef  pnjed,  and 
tliet  the  flune  rule  must  pRreil  in  gnrnting  or  lefoeing  relief  in 
CMCB  vhere  the  title  to  the  lands  in  question  is  irestod  in  the 
Crown,  aa  where  the  lands  have  been  gianted. 

Bownr.  Wcst^  111. 


SALE. 

(WITH  UOHT  OF  BB-POSCHAaB.) 

See  "Mortgage^"  3. 


SPECIFIC  PEKFOBMANCE 

A.  anthoriaed  his  agent  to  sen  his  estate  lor  £500  eosft  ;  and  the 
agent  instead  of  reeeiring  eodk,  aooqited  bilk  fitnn  the  Tendee, 
drawn  on  hia,  the  Tendee's  agent  in  Europe,  which  biDs  the 
agent  i^iplied  to  hia  own  use,  by  transmitting  d^em  to  his  corres- 
pondcntBy  to  whom  he  was  hatgdj  inddvted,  and  who  ^aoed  the 
inoeeeda,  iHien  honoued,  to  hk  credit. 

Hdd^  leveningthe  decinon  <tf  his  Honour,  tiie  Yioe^Jhanodlor, 
that  A.  was  not  boond  b^  soch  acts  of  his  agents  that  this  was  not 
a  payment  to  A.,  and  that  nntQ  he  reoeiTed  the  amount  of  the 
pordiaae  money  in  eadk,  he  was  not  bound  to  ezeeote  a  deed  of 
thepranises. 

Brown  t.  Smaii,  148L 


SUMMONS. 

(xzacDTiov  Di  AcnoB  nor  ooHMBNam  bt.) 

See  ''Practice,'*  4. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  ANSWEB. 
See ''Practice,"  8. 


TAXES. 

(Acnov  roB.) 

8ee"PkadiDg." 
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TIME  OF  THE  ESSENCE  OJF  THE  CONTRACT. 

In  contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  flour  at  a  future  day 
and  in  like  cases,  time  is  strictly  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 

Coleman  v.  McDermott,  445. 


TRESPASS. 
See  *'  Grant  from  the  Crown,"  2. 


WILL. 


A  testator,  by  his  will,  gave  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
property  to  his  daughter,  the  lands  to  be  held  by  her  in  fee  tail ; 
and  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  added,  "  I  wish  and  desire  that 
my  daughter  shall  make  a  competent  provision  for  my  niece,  Mrs. 
Baby,  at  Hamilton  :  "  by  a  codicil,  executed  on  the  same  day  as 
the  will,  after  making  certain  alterations  in  his  will,  he  added, 
"And  I  do  hereby  devise  to  my  niece,  Mrs.  Baby,  of  Hamilton, 
the  lot  containing  one-fifth  of  an  acre  fronting  on  School  Street^ 
in  the  town  of  Kingston  : " 

Heldf  (first,)  affirming  the  decision  of  his  Honour,  the  Yice- 
Chancellor,  that  the  words  "I  wish  and  desire"  were  not  pre- 
catory merely,  but  directory,  and  formed  a  charge  upon  the  re- 
siduary estate;  and,  (secondly,)  reversing  the  judgment  of  his 
Honour,  that  the  devise,  in  the  codicil,  of  the  town  lot  in 
Kingston,  was  cumulative,  and  not  substitutional 

Baby  V.  Miller,  2ia 
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